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Appendix B--Road Work

Road decommissioning practices vary depending on the road location and the risk of road
failure. Roads that have moderate to high risk of failure, that are near fish bearing streams, or are
being used by unauthorized vehicles will require full decompaction and natural slope recontour.
All roads with stream crossings or other watershed concerns will be recontoured including
stream grade channel restoration. Roads identified in this project not meeting the above criteria
may be abandoned. Abandoned roads have no stream crossings, are well vegetated, are resistant
to surface erosion and are not prone to mass failure.

Each road used for timber haul in accordance with this project will be either reconditioned or
reconstructed based on the existing condition of the roadway.

Reconditioning roads consists of standard maintenance, such as road blading, brushing, removal
of small cutslope failures, applying rock in wet areas and removal of obstructions such as rocks
and trees. Reconditioning also includes maintenance of existing culverts.

Road reconstruction improves the roadway. This includes replacing and installing new culverts

for cross drains and live water culverts, placement of rock surfacing, placement of roadway fill

and installation of new signs or gates. Other activities include installation of drainage dips, road
blading, brushing and removal of obstructions.

The definitions for road reconstruction and road reconditioning above do not include all
activities that can be completed under each classification; these definitions are for informational
purposes only.

Reconditioning and reconstruction is based on the current condition of the roadway. As the
project continues, road failures or different access may require the type of work and roads
requiring work to change. This is an approximation of road work for the Clear Creek project.

Table B-1 shows road decommissioning, reconditioning, and reconstruction common to all
action alternatives.
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Table B-1. Road Work
Road Proposed Reason
Road # Name Miles Road Work For Work
Decommission - 13.2 Miles:
1106H Stinking Water 0.78 | Decommission end of road Watershed
Decommission from Junction 1114-C to

1114 Upper Clear Creek 1.70 Juction of the 77774 Watershed
1114C Upper Clear Spur 2 0.17 | Decommission end of road Watershed
9705B Kay Ridge South 0.94 | Decommission Watershed
9706B Solo Ridge 0.78 | Decommission Watershed
9730J Cougar Spur J 0.36 | Decommission end of road after use in sale | Watershed
9734A | Upper Middle Fk Spur A | 0.12 Eer,\‘/’mm'SS'O“ from ridge pointto end of | \y0rcheq
9735A Upper Solo Spur A 0.23 | Decommission after use in sale Watershed
77742 0.32 | Decommission Watershed
TT742A 0.57 | Decommission Watershed
77742B 0.11 | Decommission Watershed
77756 0.82 | Decommission end of road Watershed
77770 0.73 | Decommission Watershed
77773 0.86 | Decommission Watershed
T7773A 0.11 | Decommission Watershed
77774B 0.46 | Decommission Watershed
TTT7T7A 0.30 | Decommission Watershed
77779 0.17 | Decommission Watershed
77780 0.15 | Decommission Watershed
77781 1.11 | Decommission Watershed
77783 0.66 | Leave landing at beginning of road Watershed
77786 0.12 | Decommission end of road Watershed
T7789A 0.61 | Decommission Watershed
77799 1.00 | Leave landing at beginning of road Watershed

Recondition - 48.8 Miles:

284 Elk City Wagon Road 5.00 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
284-M Tenmile Cabin 0.72 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
284-N Horse Corral 0.50 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
286-B Lookout Tree Pit 0.20 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
286-H Lonesome Pine 0.30 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
286-1 Pine Knob Ridge 1.15 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
286-M Upper Kay Cr 1.30 | Recondition Sale Haul Route

464 Boundary Ridge Rd 1.00 | Recondition Sale Haul Route

470 Swiftwater 1.00 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
650-A Mule Point 1.09 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
650-B Little Mule 0.39 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
650-G Soaring Falcon 1.00 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
650-H Hoodoo Falls 1.60 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
650-H1 Hoodoo Jump 1.05 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
650-1 Tiny Tim 0.30 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
650-11 Raven Pit 0.22 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
650-L Peg Leg Jim 0.22 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
650-M Mad Mike 0.47 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
1106-A West Branch 0.30 | Recondition Sale Haul Route

1106-F1 High West Fork 0.75 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
1106-1 Happy Hoodoo 1.07 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
1106-L Flying Falcon 0.75 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
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Road Proposed Reason
Road # Name Miles Road Work For Work
1106-M Howdy doody 0.20 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
1129 Hamby Loop 1.43 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
1160 Rabbit Cr 2.82 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
1160-F Little Rabbit 0.34 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
1160-F1 Short Rabbit 0.10 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
1855-A S. Fk. Clear Cr Rd A 0.77 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
1855-B S. Fk. Clear Cr Rd B 0.15 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
1855-C S.Fk.Clear CrRd C 0.09 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
1855-E S. Fk. Clear CrRd E 0.59 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
9409-B Kay Creek West Spur B 0.50 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
9441 Wall Creek 0.50 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
9441-A Bald Eagle 1.21 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
9441-Al Red Hawk 0.20 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
9441-A2 | Stage Pit 0.35 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
9482 South Fk Clear Creek 1.12 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
9482-B No Muddy Water 0.65 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
9483 China Point 1.56 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
9700 Trail 183 Ridge 1.10 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
9700-A Trail 183 Spur A 0.27 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
9700-B Trail 183 Spur B 0.43 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
9700-B1 | Trail 183 Spur B1 0.27 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
9707 Webers Finale 0.56 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
9712 Pine Knob 0.82 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
9712-A Pine Knob Spur 0.31 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
9730-A Cougar Spur A 0.24 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
9730-B Cougar Spur B 0.70 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
9730-E Cougar Spur E 0.50 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
9730-H Cougar Spur H 0.41 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
9730-K Cougar Knob 0.35 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
9734 Upper Middle Fork 1.12 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
9734-A Upper Middle Fk Spur A | 0.29 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
9735-A Upper Solo Spur A 0.22 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
9737 Tall Center 0.68 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
9737-A Tall Center Spur A 0.44 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
9740 Middle Fk Clear Cr Spur | 0.84 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
77742 0.32 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
77744 0.62 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
77745 0.71 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
77748 0.17 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
77755 0.40 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
77755-A 0.35 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
77755-B 0.37 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
77755-B2 0.25 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
77757 0.40 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
77784 0.59 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
77784-A 0.29 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
77786 0.60 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
77789 0.60 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
77789-Al 0.20 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
77790 0.40 | Recondition Sale Haul Route
Reconstruction* - 119.8 Miles:
286 | Tahoe | 24.10 | Reconstruction - includes culvert | Sale Haul

B-3




Appendix B

Clear Creek Integrated Restoration Project Road Work
Road Proposed Reason
Road # Name Miles Road Work For Work
replacement Route/Watershed
[Traffic
286N | Kay Creek East 0.60 | Reconstruction - includes culvert Sale Haul Route
replacement
Reconstruction - includes culvert Sale Haul
650 West Fork Clear Creek 15.45 Route/Watershed
replacement ITraffic
650A1 Black Mule 0.59 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
650C Lost Mule 1.28 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
650C1 Red Mule 0.55 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
650F Nesting Falcon 0.90 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
Reconstruction - includes culvert Sale Haul
1106 Sears Creek 20.22 replacement Route/Watershed
1106F Pole Corral 2.76 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
1106H Stinking Water 1.10 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
110611 Sad Sack 0.52 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
1106J West West Branch 1.47 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
1114 Upper Clear Creek 4,50 Reconstruction - includes culvert Sale Haul Route
replacement
1114C Upper Clear Spur 2 0.48 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
1129D Brown Springs 1.20 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
1160D Recon_struction - from sale unit to Road
Pack Mule 1.50 | 1160, install and remove culvert at West Sale Haul Route
(Sec. 1)
Fork Clear Creek
1160D Pack Mule 0.80 Reconstruction - from 1160-D1 to end of Sale Haul Route
(Sec. 2) road
Reconstruction - includes culvert Sale Haul
1855 Lytle Cow Camp 9.91 replacement Route/Watershed
1855D S. Fk. Clear Cr. Rd D 0.69 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
1855F Cowboy Joe 1.01 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
1899A Pine Cone 1.75 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
9409 Kay Creek West 1.86 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
9442 Voodoo Bill 2.38 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
9442A Chicken Hawk 0.80 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
9703 Middle Fork Spur 0.43 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
9705 Kay Ridge Spur 2.20 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
9730 Cougar Ridge 6.40 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
9730D Cougar Spur D 0.75 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
9730J Cougar Spur J 1.28 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
9731 Lost Ridge 2.50 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
9732 Upper Clear Ck Spur 1.97 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
9732-A Spur West 2.43 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
9735 Upper Solo 1.62 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
77755B1 0.29 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
77758 0.35 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
77772 0.43 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
77774 1.80 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
TTTT4A 0.46 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route
77785 0.47 | Reconstruction Sale Haul Route

*The total mileage of each road is included even if only a section is proposed for reconstruction.
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Appendix C--Proposed Site-Specific Forest Plan Amendment--Soils
Nez Perce National Forest
Land and Resource Management Plan
Amendment No. 41 (Proposed)
Site-Specific Amendment to Soil Quality Standard #2

For the Clear Creek Integrated Restoration Project Area

The purpose of this amendment is to allow vegetation activities in areas that currently exceed
Forest Plan soil quality standard #2.

The Nez Perce National Forest soil quality standards (Forest Plan 11-22) apply to lands in the
Clear Creek project area. Soil quality standard #2 currently reads as follows:

“A minimum of 80 percent of any activity area shall not be detrimentally compacted, displaced,
or puddled upon completion of activities. This direction does not apply to permanent recreation
facilities and other permanent facilities such as system roads.”

The following amendment is proposed, specific to the Clear Creek project area:

“Where detrimental soil conditions from past activities affect 15 percent or less of the activity
area, a cumulative minimum of 85 percent of the activity area shall not be detrimentally
compacted, displaced, or puddle upon completion of activities.

Where detrimental soil conditions from past activities affect more than 15 percent o the activity
area, the cumulative detrimental soil disturbance from project implementation and past activities
shall not exceed the conditions prior to the planned activity and shall provide a net improvement
in soil quality.”

This guidance is taken from R1 soil quality guidelines found in R1 Supplement No. 2500-99-1 of
Forest Service Manual 2500 - Watershed and Air Management.

Analysis of Factors

Soil Standard #2 (Forest Plan 11-22) would be amended with a site specific Forest Plan
Amendment for the Clear Creek project area on the Moose Creek Ranger District. The
amendment would allow vegetation treatments and soil improvement activities to proceed in
areas with extensive pre-existing detrimental soil conditions. The amendment takes into account
the amount of existing detrimental soil disturbance, and allows the flexibility to achieve multiple
resource objectives while showing an upward trend in net soil conditions.

Timing
The amended Soil Standard #2 would be effective until the Forest Plan is revised or amended.

The Nez Perce National Forest Plan is scheduled for revision in 2013. The temporal scope of the
amendment is therefore limited.
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Location and Size

The proposed Forest Plan amendment would affect implementation of activities only in the Clear
Creek project area. The project area is about 43,730 acres, and is located in Township 30, 31, 32
North, Ranges 5 and 6 East, Boise Principle Meridian. The project area represents less than 2
percent of the total 2,274,146 acres of National Forest System land in the Nez Perce National
Forest. The size of area affected is therefore limited.

Proposed activities in the Clear Creek project include soil remediation to achieve a net
improvement in proposed treatment units with past soil disturbance. Soil improvement actions
can increase water infiltration, increase soil productivity, reduce potential for weed invasion, and
stabilize bare slopes. Actions include decompacting soils, recontouring to slope, and adding
organic matter, including large woody material. These activities would establish a quicker
improving trend for soil conditions; advancing tree growth and vegetation establishment.

Goals, Objectives, and Outputs

The Forest Plan goal for soils is to maintain soil productivity and minimize any irreversible
impacts to soil resource. The Forest Plan objective for soils is to maintain soil productivity and
minimize soil erosion through the application of best management practices, careful riparian area
management, use of fish/water quality drainage objectives, and soil and water resource
improvement projects.

This amendment is fully consistent with the goals and objectives of the Nez Perce Forest Plan.
Because the amendment would: impose a standard to maintain soil productivity and allow
activities to restore areas with considerable pre-existing detrimental soil disturbance. These
activities would respond directly and indirectly to the Forest Plan goal and objective for soils.
The activities would not inhibit achievement of the Forest Plan goal/objective. This amendment
would allow a net improvement in soil condition in the units treated with prior impacts.

This is a site-specific amendment to the Forest Plan soil quality standard #2 for lands in the Clear
Creek project area. This site-specific amendment would allow the Clear Creek project to proceed
despite the fact that several proposed units currently exceed the 20% compacted, displaced or
puddle soils standard.

The soils analysis in the Clear Creek project area found that some units harvested in the 1960 to
1980s using ground based and jammer logging systems, have compacted or displaced soils over
more than 20% of the harvested area. Proposed activities for the Clear Creek project include soil
remediation activities to achieve a net improvement in proposed vegetation management units.
In order to enter these units under the Clear Creek project, an amendment to soil quality standard
#2 is needed.

Management Perspective

Amendment of Forest Plan Soil Standard #2 is specific or applicable only to the Clear Creek
activity area. This amendment does not apply to activities occurring outside the Clear Creek
project area. The proposed change would occur on less than 2 percent of the Forest, therefore
there would be no measurable change to goods and service produced in the total forest panning
unit (2,274,146 acres, Forest) prior to completion of the Forest Plan revision.
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This direction does not apply to permanent recreation facilities and other permanent facilities
such as system roads. This amendment would make the Forest Plan standard consistent with
Regional soil quality guidelines (USDA 1999).

Purpose and Need of Amendment

Purpose

The purpose of this amendment is to allow activities to occur on areas with greater than 20
percent detrimental soil disturbance.

Need

Past harvest activities have altered soils conditions in the Clear Creek project area. The current
Forest Plan standards and the Forest Service Regionl soil quality guidelines provide direction to
maintain soil productivity. The proposed amendment would change Forest Plan standard #2,
allowing for activities to occur on areas with greater than 20% soil detrimental disturbance, as
long as soil improvement activities are implemented.

Based on the current condition a project specific Forest Plan amendment is needed for
Alternatives B, C and D to allow for harvest activities to occur on three units of the Clear Creek
project.

Direct, Indirect and Cumulative Impact of Amendment

Direct and indirect effects

No Action Alternative

Alternative A would not amend the Forest Plan. Soil conditions in three units of the Clear Creek
project area would remain detrimentally disturbed. No soil improvement activities would occur.

Action Alternatives

Alternatives B, C and D are evaluated in this analysis, and would require a Forest Plan
amendment for soil standard #2. These alternatives would not adjust the goals, objectives or
outputs as described in the Forest Plan. This amendment would allow the Clear Creek project to
proceed despite the fact that three of the proposed units currently exceed the 20% compacted,
displaced or puddle soils standard.

The amendment would allow vegetation treatments and soil improvement activities to proceed in
areas with extensive pre-existing detrimental soil conditions. The amendment takes into account
the amount of existing detrimental soil disturbance, and allows the flexibility to achieve multiple
resource objectives while showing an upward trend in net soil conditions.

Proposed activities in the Clear Creek project include soil remediation to achieve a net
improvement in proposed treatment units with past soil disturbance. Soil improvement
objectives are to increase water infiltration, increase soil productivity, reduce potential for weed
invasion, and stabilize bare slopes. Actions include decompacting soils, recontouring to slope,
and adding organic matter, including large woody material. These activities would establish a
quicker improving trend for soil conditions; advancing tree growth and vegetation establishment.
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This site specific amendment applies to the Clear Creek project area. The amended Soil
Standard #2 would be effective until the Forest Plan is revised or amended. The Nez Perce
National Forest Plan is scheduled for revision in 2013. The temporal scope of the amendment is

therefore limited.

This amendment would make the Forest Plan standard consistent with Regional soil quality

guidelines (USDA 1999).

Cumulative effects

There are no cumulative effects with the proposed amendment to the Forest Plan. The
amendment is project specific and limited in time.

Application of FSM 1926.51 Directives Not Significant Criteria

The determination of whether this proposed amendment is significant was done using the process
in the Forest Service Planning Handbook, 1926.51 (http://www.fs.fed.us/emc/nfma/index5.html).
The handbook states changes to the land management plan that are not significant can result

from four specific situations. This forest-wide amendment is compared to those situations below:

Table C-1. Soils Amendment Criteria Considered

Changes to the Land Management Plan
That Are Not Significant

Alternatives B, C, and D
Forest Plan Soil standard #2 - Amendment

1. Actions that do not significantly alter the
multiple use goals and objectives for long-term
land and resource management.

The objectives set forth in the Forest Plan for soils would not be
altered. The goal to maintain soil productivity and minimize any
reversible impacts to the soil resource would still be met.

2. Adjustments of management area boundaries
or management prescriptions resulting from
further onsite analysis when the adjustments do
not cause significant changes in the multiple-use
goals and objectives for long-term land and
resource management.

The proposed amendment does not alter the multiple-use goals
and objectives for long-term land and resource management.

The amendment only affects the analysis for this project. Itisa
project specific amendment that would have no effect to Forest
Plan objectives or outputs.

3. Minor changes in standards and guidelines.

This amendment would only apply to the Clear Creek project.
All other soil goals and standards would apply to this project.
This amendment alters soil standard #2 to be consistent with
regional soil guidelines.

4. Opportunities for additional projects or
activities that will contribute to achievement of
the management prescription.

Future projects would follow the current Forest Plan standard.
This amendment would not adjust management area boundaries
or management prescriptions in future analyses.

Conclusion — Significance/Non-Significance

The preliminary determination is that the adoption of this amendment to the Nez Perce National
Forest Plan, soil standard #2, is not significant. This conclusion is based on consideration of the
four factors identified in the Forest Service Planning handbook, 1926.51 and review of the Forest
Plan. This amendment is fully consistent with the current Forest Plan goals and standards and

Region 1 soil quality guidance.
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Appendix D--Proposed Site-Specific Forest Plan Amendment—OIld Growth
Nez Perce National Forest
Land and Resource Management Plan
Amendment No. 42 (Proposed)
Site-Specific Amendment to Appendix N

For the Clear Creek Integrated Restoration Project Area

The purpose of this amendment is to replace the Forest Plan Appendix N definitions of old
growth with the definitions found in Old Growth Forest Types of the Northern Region (Green, et
al., 1992, errata corrected 02/05, 12/07, 10/08, 12/11). The Green et al. definitions are regarded
as the “best available science” for the classification of old growth at the site-specific level.

This nonsignificant amendment is site-specific, and would apply only to the Clear Creek
Integrated Restoration Project action alternatives. This amendment would not apply to any
activities or projects outside the project area.

This amendment would not change the Forest Plan objective for MA 20, which is to maintain
viable populations of old-growth-dependent wildlife species. “At least 10 percent of the forested
acres across the Forest that are suitable old-growth habitat will be managed as old-growth
habitat. This acreage will be distributed across the Forest in a way which assures that at least

5 percent of the forested acres within major prescription watersheds of 6,000 to 10,000 acres will
be managed as old-growth habitat.” (USDA-FS 1987, page 11-6).

Adopting the definitions for old growth found in Green et al. (1992) that define successional
stages, stratification by habitat types, and other site conditions would help refine our
interpretation of the old growth characteristics described in Appendix N of the Forest Plan.

Additionally, adoption of this amendment would ensure consistent terminology and analysis. Old
growth determination is done through data collection in accordance with Region One stand exam
protocols that correlate to the definitions found in Green et al (1992).

Changes to Old Growth and Snag Management

Following direction to use best available science, the Nez Perce National Forest has updated
Forest direction for old growth and snag management. Old Growth Forest Types of the Northern
Region by Green, Joy, Sirucek, Hann, Zack and Naumann is the current and best science
available for defining old growth. Green et al. 1992, errata corrected 02/05, 12/07, 10/08, 12/11
is based on habitat types to determine old growth conditions. Greens research is based on field
data called stand exams with over 20,000 samples.

Although Green et al. 1992, errata corrected 02/05, 12/07, 10/08, 12/11 criteria for old growth is
more complex, the criteria is also more relevant, more precise and within the capability of the
specific Nez Perce National Forest habitat types. Each habitat type is assigned to a habitat type
group which corresponds to an old growth type. Green et al. 1992, errata corrected 02/05, 12/07,
10/08, 12/11 defines old growth within the ecological conditions with specific criteria that are
within the capability of the habitat type. Green et al. 1992, errata corrected 02/05, 12/07, 10/08,
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12/11 old growth description is based on successional processes in which stands develop into late
seral single storied stands or late seral multi storied stands or the stage where climax tree species
dominates the stand.

The Green et al. 1992, errata corrected 02/05, 12/07, 10/08, 12/11 description of old growth
replaces the Nez Perce Forest Plan’s original old growth standards as stated below.

Old Growth Management Standards

“Forested acres” in this document refers to land that is capable of producing an old growth stand,
as defined below. This generally applies to land in productivity classes 3, 4 and 5.

Old growth habitat is defined as a community of forest vegetation which has reached a late stage
of plant succession characterized by a diverse stand structure and composition along with a
significant showing of decadence. The stand structure will have multi storied crown heights and
variable crown densities. There is a variety of tree sizes and ages ranging from small groups of
seedlings and saplings to trees of large diameters exhibiting a wide range of defect and breakage
both live and dead, standing and down. The time it takes for a forest stand to develop into old
growth condition depends on many local variables such as forest type, habitat type, and climate.
Natural chance events involving forces of nature such as weather, insect, disease, fire and the
actions of man also affect the rate of development of old growth stand conditions.

Table D-1. Nez Perce Forest Plan Appendix N Old Growth and Snag Management Standards for
All Stands

Trees/ Overstory | Understory Total Logs
Acre > Canopy Snags/ Signs of Canopy Canopy Canopy on the
21" DBH Layers Acre Rot Closure Closure Closure | Ground
15 2+ 0.5 present 10-40% 40%+ >70% Present

There is no reference or rationale for these criteria but logical assumptions could be made as why

these criteria define old growth. However, the original set of old growth criteria is a blanket

requirement for all old growth stands whether the location could meet the requirements or not.
For example, lodgepole pine rarely reaches 21 inches in diameter and the original Forest Plan
Appendix N requirements likely would not be met.

The original old growth amendment did not state that the minimum age for old growth is 150
years old. However, on page 111-56 of the forest plan describing Management Area 20 — Old
Growth, old growth is described as being over mature and 150 years old or older.

Using Green et al. 1992, errata corrected 02/05, 12/07, 10/08, 12/11 the following criteria would
be used to define old growth:
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Each old growth type is determined by minimum criteria including minimum age class of large
trees, minimum number of trees per acre with a particular diameter at breast height (DBH), with
minimum basal area. Associated stand characteristics include:

1) Variation in diameter

2) Percent dead or broken top

3) Probability of down woody debris

4) Percent Decay

5) Number of canopy layers

6) Snags greater than or equal to 9 inches in diameter

Table D-2. Old Growth Characteristicsl

Minimum Age of Large Trees (Years) 150
Minimum Criteria Minimum Number of Trees Per Acre (TPA) 3-10
Minimum Diameter at Breast Height (DBH) °® 13-21
Minimum Basal Area (Square Feet Per Acre)® 40-80
Diameter at Breast Height Variation® M-H’
Percent Dead/Broken Top 5 0-367
. _ Probability of Down Wood L-H
Associated Characteristics Percent chayg Y 0-a1
Number of Canopy Layers” 1-3
Snags Greater Than or Equal to 9 Inches DBH” 0-42

'Green et al., 1992 Varies by Habitat Type -See Green et al. 1992 Old Growth Chart for Complete Description

*These values are not minimum criteria. They are the range of means for trees greater than or equal to 9 inches DBH across plots within forests,
forest types, or habitat type groups.

*These are not minimum criteria. They are Low, Moderate, and High probabilities of abundant large down woody material or variation in
diameters based on stand condition expected to occur most frequently.

“This is not a minimum criteria. The number of canopy layers can vary within an old growth type with age, relative abundance of different
species, and successional stage.

®In Old Growth Type 4B, 120 square feet of basal area applies to habitat type groups F, G, and G1, and 80 square feet of basal area applies to
habitat type groups H and 1. In whitebark pine forest type, 60 square feet of basal area applies to habitat type groups | and J, and 40 square feet of
basal area applies to habitat type group K.

®In Old Growth Type 7, the 25” minimum DBH only applies to cedar trees. Old trees of other species are evaluated with a minimum DBH
appropriate for that species on these habitat types (21" for Douglas fir, grand fir, lodgepole pine, western hemlock, white pine, ponderosa pine;
and 17" for subalpine fir, and mountain hemlock). (Green et al, 1992, Errata 2011)

L = Low, M = Medium, H = High.

The primary reason for managing for old growth is to maintain viable populations of old growth
dependent species. Our reasoning for maintaining old growth has not changed in the amended
old growth description.

The proposed site specific Forest Plan amendment for old growth is consistent with the previous
forest plan amendment on old growth. The previous old growth amendment directed old growth
designations to be in riparian areas. Green et al. 1992, errata corrected 02/05, 12/07, 10/08,
12/11 indicates that most of the old growth is in lower elevations. The wet riparian habitat
conservation areas (RHCA'’s) are likely to have survived the fires of 1938 and developed into old
growth. The Nez Perce Forest Plan indicates that the Forest wide goal is to manage riparian
areas to support 80 percent of maximum populations of snag dependent species and all other
areas to support 60 percent of maximum populations of snag dependent species.
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The Nez Perce National Forests minimum requirements for amount and distribution of old
growth has not changed. However, old growth categories are clarified and defined. Currently
the Nez Perce National Forest manages for old growth in Management Area 20 (MA 20),
verified old growth and recruitment old growth. We have substituted the Green et al. 1992,
errata corrected 02/05, 12/07, 10/08, 12/11 requirements for old growth but the process to
designate and distribute old growth remains the same. The process for assigning recruitment old
growth stands also remains the same. It is important to recognize and understand that some
watersheds may not have any verified old growth because natural disturbance agents like severe
wildfire have removed old growth from the landscape. Because of natural events like the fires of
1910 and 1938, recruitment old growth may be quite young and may take many years before
functioning as old growth.

The site specific old growth amendment does not require verifying old growth because
verification has already been done in the project area.
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Table D-3. Northern Idaho Zone Old Growth With Type Characteristics™®

Description Minimum Criteria Associated Characteristics
Minimum Minimum Percent
Habitat Age of Minimum Basal Dead/ Number of
Type Large Number Area DBH Broken Probability of Percent Canopy Snags
Old Growth Type Group Trees TPA/DBH® | (Ft2/Ac)® | Variation® Top Down Woody*’ | Decay? Layers® | 29” DBH?
1-PP,DF, L Warm and Dry AB 150 8§>21” 40 M 0-30 L-M 0-8 SNGL/MLT 0-13
2-LP Cool and Cold B,C,D,E,GH,I,JK 120 10>13” 60 M 0-19 M 2-13 SNGL/MLT 1-37
Moderately
3-Y Warm and CCi1 61 150 3>21” 80 M 7-10 H 9-34 SNGL/MLT 5
Moist
4§AF|?\F/\'/SFF9PL' Cool and Moist C,CLDE 150 10217 80 M 3-28 M 2.3 | SNGL/MLT |  7-35
4\?VHD\II:VSFPIID_ Cool and Moist F,G,G1,H, 150 10>21” 12(()4/)80 M-H 0-22 M-H 1-41 SNGL/MLT 0-33
5 — SAF,MAF Cold and Moist F,G, G1H,I 150 10>17” 80 H 5-36 H 5-28 MULTIPLE 6-36
6 — WBP Cold ,J, K 150 5>13” 60/40 (5) M 0-17 M 6-17 SNGL/MLT 11-42
7-C Moderately F,G,GL 150 10225 120 M 5-36 L-H 655 | SNGLIMLT | 647
Cool and Moist (6)
s ASFfMD:#’LWp Modcg’rﬁ:‘lr)‘,dmy 3 150 10217 60 M 114 M-H 615 | SNGL/MLT |  3-40
9 — SAF,MAF Very Cold K 150 5>13” 40 H 21-23 M 13-35 MULTI 11-15

*Green et al., 1992 Varies by Habitat Type -See Green et al. 1992 Old Growth Chart for Complete Description

*These values are not minimum criteria. They are the range of means for trees greater than or equal to 9 inches DBH across plots within forests, forest types, or habitat type groups.
*These are not minimum criteria. They are Low, Moderate, and High probabilities of abundant large down woody material or variation in diameters based on stand condition expected to occur most

frequently.

“This is not a minimum criteria. The number of canopy layers can vary within an old growth type with age, relative abundance of different species, and successional stage.

®In Old Growth Type 4B, 120 square feet of basal area applies to habitat type groups F, G, and G1, and 80 square feet of basal area applies to habitat type groups H and 1. In whitebark pine forest type,
60 square feet of basal area applies to habitat type groups | and J, and 40 square feet of basal area applies to habitat type group K.
®In Old Growth Type 7, the 25” minimum DBH only applies to cedar trees. Old trees of other species are evaluated with a minimum DBH appropriate for that species on these habitat types (21” for
Douglas fir, grand fir, lodgepole pine, western hemlock, white pine, ponderosa pine; and 17” for subalpine fir, and mountain hemlock). (Green et al, 1992, Errata 2011)
'L = Low, M = Medium, H = High.
8Abbreviations: TPA isTrees per Acre; DBH is Diameter at Breast Height; > is Greater Than or Equal To; PP is Ponderosa Pine; DF is Douglas Fir; L is Larch; LP is Lodgepole Pine; Y is Yew; GF is
Grand Fir; SAF is Subalpine Fir; WP is White Pine; PP is Ponderosa Pine; WH is Western Hemlock; MAF is Mountain Hemlock; WBP is Whitebark Pine; SNGL is Single; MLT is Multi.
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Appendix E--Soils Design Criteria Summary

Table E-1. Soil Design Criteria Summary For Clear Creek Integrated Restoration Harvest Units

Current Design criteria | Subsurface Landslide
Acres DSD (%) to meet erosion prone acres | Down wood
Alt. C (field Regional hazard on to be material
Unit* max survey | Temp | Standard 15% tractor excluded design
b acres 2012) Road DSD ground from harvest criteria
101 63 10 Yes Reuse Yes
102 178 Yes Yes Yes
103 118 Yes Yes
104 57 5 Yes Reuse
105 18
106 15
107 10 Yes Yes
108 31 3 Yes
109 158 Yes Yes Yes
110 24 Yes Yes
111 5
112 21 Yes Yes
113 47 Yes Yes Yes
114 48 Yes Yes Yes
115 1
116 10 Yes
117 4 Yes Yes
118 8 Yes
119 64 3 Yes Yes
120 41 3 Yes Yes
121 11 Yes Yes
122 77 2 Yes Yes
123 120 5 Yes Reuse Yes Yes
124 25 7 Yes Yes Yes
125 78 Yes Yes
126 70 Yes Yes
127 11
128 52 Yes Yes
129 53 Yes Yes
130 47 Yes Yes
131 32 Yes
132 3 3
133 17 4 Yes Reuse Yes
134 17 4 Yes Special Yes
135 34 10 Yes Special Yes
136 49 Yes Yes
137 6
138 5
139 89 Yes Yes
140 31 Yes Yes
141 35 Yes Yes
142 29 Yes Yes Yes Yes
145 100 Yes Yes
146 5
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Current Design criteria | Subsurface Landslide
Acres DSD (%) to meet erosion prone acres | Down wood
Alt. C (field Regional hazard on to be material
Unit? max survey Temp | Standard 15% tractor excluded design
b acres 2012) Road DSD ground from harvest criteria
147 16 5 Yes Special Yes
148 38 Yes Yes
149 51 Yes
150 146 Yes Yes
152 36 Yes Yes
153 13
154 49 Yes
155 101 Yes Yes Yes
156 73
157 19
158 9
159 102 Yes Yes
160 115 Yes Yes Yes
201 4 10 Reuse Yes
202 28 16 Trending Positive Yes
203 21 13 Yes Special Yes
204 55 12 Reuse Yes
205 110 16 Yes | Trending Positive Yes
206 77 5 Yes Reuse Yes
207 30 Yes Yes
208 30 13 Yes Special Yes Yes
209 2 17 Trending Positive Yes
210 3 17 Trending Positive Yes Yes
211 13 13 Reuse Yes Yes
212 17 18 Yes | Trending Positive Yes Yes
213 8 13 Yes Reuse
214 103 16 Yes | Trending Positive Yes Yes
215 4 9 Yes Reuse Yes Yes
216 5 7 Reuse Yes Yes
217 41 13 Yes Special Yes Yes
218 146 7 Yes Reuse Yes
219 22 16 Yes | Trending Positive Yes
220 26 13 Yes Special Yes Yes
221 26 7 Yes Reuse Yes Yes
222 70 9 Yes Reuse Yes Yes
223 2 Yes
224 38 1 Yes Yes Yes
225 60 13 Yes Special Yes Yes
226 28 Yes Yes Yes Yes
227 15 Yes Yes Yes
228 210 7 Yes Reuse Yes
229 50 12 Yes Special Yes
230 197 19 Yes | Trending Positive
231 39 16 Trending Positive Yes
232 21 9 Yes Reuse Yes
233 12 11 Yes Special Yes Yes
234 173 17 Yes | Trending Positive Yes Yes
235 74 9 Yes Reuse Yes
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Current Design criteria | Subsurface Landslide
Acres DSD (%) to meet erosion prone acres | Down wood
Alt. C (field Regional hazard on to be material

Unit? max survey Temp | Standard 15% tractor excluded design

b acres 2012) Road DSD ground from harvest criteria
236 38 12 Yes Special Yes Yes
237 37 16 Trending Positive Yes
238 49 8 Reuse Yes
301 170 16 Trending Positive
304 160 22 Trending Positive Yes Yes
305 4 8 Special Yes
306 60 13 Special Yes
307 327 7 Yes Reuse Yes
309 276 13 Yes Special Yes
310 24 7 Yes Yes
311 30 11 Reuse Yes
315 162 13 Yes Special Yes Yes
316 189 9 Reuse Yes
317 78 12 Yes Special Yes Yes Yes
318 64 16 Trending Positive Yes Yes
319 57 18 Yes | Trending Positive Yes Yes
320 214 22 Yes | Trending Positive Yes Yes
322 16 4 Yes Yes
323 75 9 Yes Reuse Yes Yes
324 355 18 Yes | Trending Positive Yes Yes
327 89 4 Yes
329 103 8 Yes Reuse Yes
330 33 7 Reuse Yes Yes
331 27 7 Reuse Yes Yes
332 15 11 Reuse Yes Yes
333 49 16 Yes | Trending Positive Yes
335 26 7 Yes Special Yes
337 57 6 Reuse Yes
340 30 7 Yes Reuse Yes
341 142 13 Yes Special Yes
343 13 8 Special Yes
344 11 22 Yes | Trending Positive Yes Yes
345 117 19 Yes | Trending Positive Yes Yes Yes
346 38 7 Yes Yes Yes
347 98 9 Yes Reuse Yes Yes
348 43 9 Yes Special Yes Yes
349 53 10 Reuse Yes Yes
350 23 16 Trending Positive Yes Yes
351 21 10 Yes Special Yes Yes
352 13 13 Yes Reuse
354 8 17 Trending Positive Yes Yes
355 8 Yes
356 96 13 Yes Reuse Yes Yes
357 54 12 Yes Special Yes
358 277 18 Yes | Trending Positive Yes Yes
373 27 13 Yes Special Yes Yes
501 28 8 Reuse Yes
502 16 Yes
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Current Design criteria | Subsurface Landslide
Acres DSD (%) to meet erosion prone acres | Down wood
Alt. C (field Regional hazard on to be material
Unit? max survey Temp | Standard 15% tractor excluded design
> acres 2012) Road DSD ground from harvest criteria
503 5 3
504 11 Yes Yes
505 197 Yes Yes Yes
506 30 2 Yes

2Unit 329 added to Alternatives C and D

PUnits 203, 343, 351 dropped from Alternative D
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Appendix F—Wildlife
Section 1—Wildlife List for Analysis

Wildlife Considered for the Clear Creek Project

Table W1 lists Nez Perce National Forest (NPNF) TES, sensitive species and management
indicator species that may occur in the project area boundary. Additional columns display if
suitable habitat is present and/or would be affected in the project area for the associated species.
Another column displays if the animal is known to be in the project area, and the determination
column shows if the proposed project actions are likely to affect the species or habitat.

Species highlighted in gray are analyzed in detail in the wildlife section of Chapter 3 in the DEIS
or FEIS. Species non-highlighted were dropped from detailed study if: 1) habitat (and therefore
the species) is not present; 2) habitat is protected by regulations, policies, laws, or project design
criteria; or 3) no activities are proposed in suitable habitats such that there would be no effect;
effects would be improbable; or the effects would be immeasurable.

Table F-1 lists the following species: endangered (E), threatened (T), proposed (P), candidate
(C), sensitive (S), and management indicator species (MIS) that the Clearwater portion of the
national forest must evaluate for each project. A yes (YY) or no (N) indicates how this project

would affect each species.

Table F-1. Endangered, Threatened, Proposed, Candidate, Sensitive, and Management Indicator
Species

Habitat
Present
in
Project Habitat Known
Species Name Status Area Affected | Occurrence | Determination

Canada Lynx (Lynx canadensis) T Y Y *N NLAA
American Per_egrlne Falcon s N N N NI
(Falco peregrinus anatum)
Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus S, MIS N N N NI
leucocephalus)
Blgclg—backed_woodpecker S v vy v MIIH
(Picoides arcticus)
Black Swift (Cypseloides niger) S N N N NI
Common Loon (Gavia immer) S N N N NI
Coeur d’Alene salamander
(Plethodon idahoensis) S N N N NI
Flammulated Owl (Otus S v vy MIIH
flammeolus)
Fisher (Martes pennant) Y Y Y MIIH
Fringed Myotis (Myotis s v v N MIIH
thysanodes)
Gray Wolf (Canis lupus) S, MIS Y Y Y MIIH
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Habitat

Present

in
Project Habitat Known
Species Name Status Area Affected | Occurrence | Determination

H_arl_equ_m Duck (Histrionicus s N N N NI
histrionicus)
Long_—bllled curlew (Numenius S N N N NI
americanus)
Long-eared myotis (Myotis s v v v MIIH
evotis)
Long-legged myotis (Myotis s v v v MIIH
volans)
North American Wolverine (Gulo s v N N MIIH
gulo luscus)
Mountain Quail (Oreortyx pictus) S Y Y N MIIH
Pygmy Nuthatch (Sitta pygmaea) S Y Y Y MIIH
Ringneck snake
(Diadophis punctatus) S v V N il
Townsend’s big-eared bat N N NI
(Corynorhinus townsendii)
Western Toad (Bufo boreas) S N MIIH
White-headed woodpecker
(Picoides albolarvatus) N N N NI
Bighorn Sheep (Ovis MIS N N N NT
canandensis)
Rocky Mountain Elk (Cervas MIS v N v
elaphus)

. currently
Grlz_zl_y Bear (Ursus arctos MIS Y N Unknown unoccupied
horribillis)

status

Nort_h_ern Goshawk (Accipiter MIS v v v

gentilis)

P_|Ieated Woodpecker (Dryocopus MIS v v v

pileatus)

Amer!can Marten (Martes MIS v v N

Americana)

Shiras Moose (Alces Alces) MIS Y Y N

* Not seen since 1999. Determinations: NLAA= may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect individuals or their habitat; NE= no effects; NI=
no impacts; MIIH= may impact individuals or their habitats, but not likely to result in a trend to federal listing or a reduced viability for the

population or species.
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Potential Black-backed WP Habitat & Clear Creek Units
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Flammulated Owl Habitat & Clear Creek Units
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Species Dropped from Detailed Analysis

Not all management indicator species (MIS) and Forest sensitive species or their habitats occur
in the analysis area. Species unlikely to be present due to insufficient habitat and species
unaffected by proposed activities include: American peregrine falcon, bald eagle, bighorn sheep,
black swift, common loon, Coeur d” Alene salamander, harlequin duck, long-billed curlew,
Townsend’s big-eared bat, white-headed woodpecker, and grizzly bear. These species will not be
considered in detail in this assessment.

Bald Eagle

Eagle nesting activity in Clear Creek is highly unlikely because of its great distance from the
nearest three large river systems (Middle Fork Clearwater River, South Fork Clearwater River,
and Selway River) that provide primary foraging habitat. Winter roosting is possible, but highly
improbable because of distance (over 2 miles) from the river systems. Infrequent, sporadic
foraging may occur in Clear Creek as eagles search upland areas for prey. This species was
dropped from detailed analysis because it is unlikely to use habitats in the analysis area and the
project would have no impact on bald eagles.

Bighorn Sheep

This species is a Nez Perce National Forest management indicator species and sensitive species
and an Idaho species of greatest conservation need (IDFG 2005). There is no suitable habitat in
the analysis area, therefore the proposed activities would have no impact on this species and it
was dropped from detailed study.

Black Swift

This species is a Nez Perce National Forest sensitive species and an Idaho species of greatest
conservation need (IDFG 2005). The black swift is a neotropical migratory bird that nests in
moist cliff environments, preferring high elevation mountains. Nests are built on cliff ledges,
near or behind waterfalls or in shallow caves. Riparian habitats would be protected by
implementing Forest Plan Amendment 20 (PACFISH) and no suitable habitat is known to occur
in the project area. The proposed activities would have no impact on this species and it was
dropped from detailed study.

Coeur d' Alene Salamander

The Clear Creek analysis area is too far from the Clearwater and Selway river corridors to expect
Coeur d” Alene salamander occurrence in streams, seeps, or springs in the analysis area.
Potential habitat features are present in the analysis area, but the lack of connectivity with
occupied habitat may preclude their occurrence. All riparian habitats are protected in no harvest
riparian habitat conservation areas by implementing Forest Plan Amendment 20 (PACFISH).
Because of the improbability of occurrence and high levels of habitat protection, the project
would have no impact this species and it was dropped from detailed analysis.

Common Loon

This species is a Nez Perce National Forest sensitive species. It is found in pond and lake
environments. Riparian habitats would be protected by implementing Forest Plan Amendment 20

F-5



Appendix F
Clear Creek Integrated Restoration Project Wildlife

(PACFISH) and no suitable pond or lake habitat occurs in the project area. The proposed
activities would have no impact on this species and it was dropped from detailed study.

Grizzly Bear

Despite numerous studies of this area and many reported bear observations, there were no
verifiable sightings of grizzly bears in the last 60 years until an adult male grizzly bear was
mistakenly killed by a black bear hunter in September 2007 in the northern mountains of the
Bitterroot Ecosystem.

In November 2000, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) published a Record of Decision
(ROD) for a Final Environmental Impact Statement to reintroduce bears in the Bitterroot
Ecosystem. The preferred alternative selected in the ROD called for establishment of a
nonessential experimental population of grizzlies in the Bitterroot ecosystem under section 10(j)
of the Endangered Species Act. The decision was to reintroduce grizzly bears only into the
Selway-Bitterroot Wilderness Area unless it was later determined that reintroduction in the Frank
Church-River of No Return Wilderness also was appropriate. The State of Idaho sued to block
the plan.

The Service is now reevaluating this Record of Decision and is proposing a "No Action"
alternative. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service proposes to concentrate recovery efforts and
resources on existing grizzly bear populations in the lower 48 states and to withdraw its plan to
reintroduce grizzly bears into the Bitterroot ecosystem of ldaho and Montana. Public comment
on this proposal was received but there has not been a final decision. If the No Action
alternative is selected, grizzly bears would not be reintroduced into the Bitterroot ecosystem.

The analysis area falls within the Bitterroot Grizzly Bear Experimental Population Area but
outside the Recovery Area. The Bitterroot Grizzly Bear Recovery Area consists of the Selway-
Bitterroot Wilderness and the Frank Church-River of No Return Wilderness. The Recovery Area
is located within the Experimental Population Area, and is the area where grizzly bear recovery
would be emphasized.

Because the FWS is re-considering grizzly reintroduction into the Bitterroot ecosystem, pending
State of Idaho litigation if implementation of a reintroduction program is proposed, and since
there has been only one verifiable grizzly sighting in the Clearwater basin in the last 60 years, the
grizzly will not be further considered in detail in this analysis.

Harlequin Duck

Harlequin summer habitat is not expected to be present in Clear Creek based on the descriptive
features of occupied breeding, nesting, and brood rearing habitat found in Idaho, and from prior
surveys in the Lochsa, Selway, and South Fork Clearwater rivers. This project implements Forest
Plan Amendment 20 (PACFISH). For these reasons, the project would have no impact on this
species and it was not analyzed in detail.

Long-Billed Curlew

Long-billed curlews nest in open short-grass or mixed-prairie habitat with level or slightly
rolling topography and in general avoid areas of trees, high-density shrubs, and tall, dense
grasses. The non-forested areas in the analysis are limited and do not provide suitable habitat for
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this species. This project would have no impact on this species; therefore it was dropped from
detailed study.

Peregrine Falcon

This species is a Nez Perce National Forest sensitive species and an Idaho species of greatest
conservation need (IDFG 2005). Peregrine falcons nests on ledges on steep cliff faces. The
Clear Creek analysis area does not have any potential habitat features suitable for peregrine
nesting, nor does the extensive forest cover provide much open hunting habitat preferred by
peregrines. In the absence of suitable nesting cliffs, proposed activities would have no impact on
this species and it was dropped from detailed study.

Townsend’s Big-eared Bat

Townsend observations have been confirmed on both the Clearwater and Moose Creek Ranger
Districts. Romin and Bosworth (2010) found this bat just northeast of the analysis area on the
Moose Creek Ranger District along the Selway River in the vicinity of Goddard Creek.

Perkins (1992) surveyed some of the most suitable hibernacula and maternity/nursery roost
sites on the Nez Perce Forest during summer and winter without finding any recent evidence or
presence of Townsend’s big-eared bat on the Forest. He suggested that their occurrence on the
forest is peripheral and does not involve reproductive activities. The probable occurrence of
this bat outside the Salmon and Snake River riparian areas is extremely low and initial
population indicators suggest less than 10 on the Forest (Perkins).

Because the analysis area does not have cave habitat, it is unlikely that Townsend’s big-eared
bats use snags as day or night roosting habitat or forage in the area. For this reason, they were
dropped from detailed analysis and the project would have no impact on this bat.

White-Headed Woodpecker

This species is a Nez Perce National Forest sensitive species and an Idaho species of greatest
conservation need (IDFG 2005). White-headed woodpeckers prefer open-canopy mature to old
growth ponderosa pine forests. Recorded observations on the Nez Perce Forest are found in the
Salmon River sub-basin.

There are no potentially suitable habitat patches that meet the minimum area (148 acres)
recommended for nesting habitat in the analysis area. In fragmented tracts of habitat such as
those found in Clear Creek, home range size per pair could be up to 800 acres (Dixon 1995). It
is doubtful white-headed woodpecker would occur in Clear Creek based on their habitat need
for extensive areas of primarily mature and old growth ponderosa pine forest and mixed co-
dominant ponderosa pine/Douglas fir forest. For this reason, the project would have no impact
on white-headed woodpecker and it was dropped from detailed study.
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Section 2—Northern Rockies Lynx Management Direction

Table F-2. Standards and Guidelines Consistency Evaluation Table for Project Specific Activities*

Northern Rockies Lynx Management Direction

Is direction applicable to this project and has
it been met (Yes or No; Met or Not Met)?
Where direction is applicable but has not

been met, explain the reason(s).

All Management Practices and Activities (ALL)

The following objectives, standards and guidelines apply to management projects in lynx habitat in lynx analysis
units (LAU) and in linkage areas, subject to valid existing rights. They do not apply to wildfire suppression, or to

wildland fire use.

Standard® ALL S1
New or expanded permanent developments®® and
vegetation management projects*® must maintain®
habitat connectivity'® in an LAU?! and/or linkage area®.

LAU 30 is an isolated polygon that has no linkage
areas to other LAUSs, according to Figure 1-1 of the
2007 NRLMD The closest adjacent LAU is about 1.8
miles south. Closest actual habitat from LAU 30 is
about 4 miles south. No new or expanded
developments are proposed. Habitat connectivity
would be maintained in the LAU, as vegetation
treatments would occur on less than 1.5% of the
LAU.

Guideline™ ALL G1
Methods to avoid or reduce effects on lynx should be
used when constructing or reconstructing highways*® or
forest highways*? across federal land. Methods could
include fencing, underpasses or overpasses.

No such activities would occur with this project.

Standard LAU S1
Changes in LAU?! boundaries shall be based on site-
specific habitat information and after review by the
Forest Service Regional Office.

Not applicable to this project.

Vegetation Management Projects (VEG)

The following objectives, standards and guidelines apply to vegetation management projects in lynx habitat in
lynx analysis units (LAU). With the exception of Objective VEG O3 that specifically concerns wildland fire use,
the objectives, standards and guidelines do not apply to wildfire suppression, wildland fire use, or removal of
vegetation for permanent developments like mineral operations, ski runs, roads and the like. None of the

objectives, standards, or guidelines apply to linkage areas.

Standard VEG S1 — Stand initiation structural stage
limits

Standard VEG S1 applies to all vegetation

management*® projects that regenerate®” timber, except

for fuel treatment® projects within the wildland urban

interface (WUI) * as defined by HFRA, subject to the

following limitation:

Fuel treatment projects within the WUI that do not meet

Standards VEG S1, VEG S2, VEG S5, and VEG S6 may

occur on no more than 6 percent (cumulatively) of lynx

habitat on each administrative unit (a unit is a National

Forest).

For fuel treatment projects within the WUI, see

guideline VEG G10.

The Standard: Unless a broad scale assessment has

been completed that substantiates different historic

levels of stand initiation structural stages* limit

Two WUI boundaries intersect LAU 30: one in the
north, the other in the eastern section of the LAU. All
but one 4-acre unit of the proposed harvest units are
located in the northern WUI.

At this time, only 11.7% of lynx habitat in the LAU
30 is currently unsuitable or in the stand initiation
structural stage. The acres converted to a stand
initiation structural stage for the project alternative
include 246 acres (1.2%) of regeneration harvest. No
landscape burning occurs within the LAU. The
project complies with Standard VEG S1 and is well
below the 30% Threshold.
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Is direction applicable to this project and has
it been met (Yes or No; Met or Not Met)?
Where direction is applicable but has not

been met, explain the reason(s).

disturbance in each LAU as follows:

If more than 30 percent of the lynx habitat in an LAU is
currently in a stand initiation structural stage that does
not yet provide winter snowshoe hare habitat, no
additional habitat may be regenerated by vegetation
management projects.

Standard VEG S2 — Limits on regeneration from
timber management projects

Standard VEG S2 applies to all vegetation
management*® projects that regenerate®” timber, except
for fuel treatment® projects within the wildland urban
interface (WU1)* as defined by HFRA, subject to the
following limitation:
Fuel treatment projects within the WUI*° that do not
meet Standards VEG S1, VEG S2, VEG S5, and VEG
S6 may occur on no more than 6 percent (cumulatively)
of lynx habitat on each administrative unit (a unit is a
National Forest).
For fuel treatment projects within the WU
guideline VEG G10.
The Standard: Timber management projects shall not
regenerate®” more than 15 percent of lynx habitat on
NFS lands in an LAU in a ten-year period.

1 see

Lynx habitat lies in the WUI. At this time, only 0.2%
of LAU 30 has been regenerated in the past 10 years.
This project alternative would regenerate 246 acres;
bringing the total to 1.3% regeneration. The project
complies with Standard VEG S2 and is well below
the 15% Threshold for regeneration in the past 10
years.

Guideline VEG G11 - Denning habitat
Denning habitat® should be distributed in each LAU in
the form of pockets of large amounts of large woody
debris, either down logs or root wads, or large piles of
small wind thrown trees (“jack-strawed” piles). If
denning habitat appears to be lacking in the LAU, then
projects should be designed to retain some coarse woody
debris*®, piles, or residual trees to provide denning
habitat® in the future.

Treatments (82 acres of regeneration) are proposed in
‘modeled’ lynx denning habitat. However, stand
exams show this is in grand fir or Douglas-fir
dominated overstories, and not mixed density ES,
SAF, & LPP. Therefore, no treatments would occur in
field verified lynx denning habitat.

Vegetation treatments are not planned in the spruce-
fir community or areas with an abundance of dead,
down woody material. Treatments are proposed in dry
community types made up of Douglas fir, ponderosa
pine and grand fir. As a project design measure,
harvest units will retain large down logs.

Standard VEG S5 — Precommercial thinning limits
Standard VEG S5 applies to all precommercial
thinning® projects, except for fuel treatment™ projects
that use precommercial thinning as a tool within the
wildland urban interface (WUI)* as defined by HFRA,
subject to the following limitation:

Fuel treatment projects within the WUI*° that do not
meet Standards VEG S1, VEG S2, VEG S5, and VEG
S6 may occur on no more than 6 percent (cumulatively)
of lynx habitat on each administrative unit (a unit is a
National Forest).

For fuel treatment projects within the WU
guideline VEG G10.

The Standard: Precommercial thinning projects that
reduce snowshoe hare habitat, may occur from the stand

1 see

No precommercial thinning would occur in lynx
habitat in this project alternative.
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Is direction applicable to this project and has
it been met (Yes or No; Met or Not Met)?
Where direction is applicable but has not
been met, explain the reason(s).

initiation structural stage* until the stands no longer
provide winter snowshoe hare habitat only:
1. Within 200 feet of administrative sites, dwellings,
or outbuildings; or
2. For research studies® or genetic tree tests
evaluating genetically improved reforestation
stock; or
3. Based on new information that is peer reviewed
and accepted by the regional levels of the Forest
Service and FWS, where a written determination
states:
a) that a project is not likely to adversely affect
lynx; or
b) that a project is likely to have short term
adverse effects on lynx or its habitat, but would
result in long-term benefits to lynx and its
habitat; or
4. For conifer removal in aspen, or daylight thinning®
around individual aspen trees, where aspen is in
decline; or
5. For daylight thinning of planted rust-resistant
white pine where 80% of the winter snowshoe
hare habitat™ is retained; or
6. To restore whitebark pine.

Standard VEG S6 — Multi-storied stands & snowshoe
hare horizontal cover

Standard VEG S6 applies to all vegetation

management*® projects that regenerate®” timber, except

for fuel treatment™ projects within the wildland urban

interface (WU1)* as defined by HFRA, subject to the

following limitation:

Fuel treatment projects within the WUI* that do not

meet Standards VEG S1, VEG S2, VEG S5, and VEG

S6 may occur on no more than 6 percent (cumulatively)

of lynx habitat on each administrative unit (a unit is a

National Forest).

For fuel treatment projects within the WU

guideline VEG G10.

The Standard: Vegetation management projects that

reduce snowshoe hare habitat in multi-story mature or

late successional forests? may occur only:

1. Within 200 feet of administrative sites, dwellings,
outbuildings, recreation sites, and special use
permit improvements, including infrastructure
within permitted ski area boundaries; or

2. For research studies® or genetic tree tests
evaluating genetically improved reforestation
stock; or

3. For incidental removal during salvage harvest*
(e.g. removal due to location of skid trails).

1 see

There would be no harvest in mature- or late-
successional, multi-story hare habitat. Vegetation
treatments are not planned in the spruce-fir
community or areas with dense horizontal cover.
Treatments are proposed in dry community types
made up of Douglas fir, ponderosa pine and grand fir.
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Is direction applicable to this project and has
it been met (Yes or No; Met or Not Met)?
Where direction is applicable but has not

been met, explain the reason(s).

(NOTE: Timber harvest is allowed in areas that
have potential to improve winter snowshoe hare
habitat but presently have poorly developed
understories that lack dense horizontal cover [e.g.
uneven age management systems could be used to
create openings where there is little understory so
that new forage can grow]).

Guideline VEG G1 — Lynx habitat improvement
Vegetation management® projects should be planned to
recruit a high density of conifers, hardwoods, and shrubs
where such habitat is scarce or not available. Priority
should be given to stem-exclusion, closed-canopy
structural stage** stands for lynx or their prey (e.g.
mesic, monotypic lodgepole stands).

Winter snowshoe hare habitat™ should be near denning
habitat®.

Regeneration harvest, prescribed burning (site prep),
and planting in LAU 30 would recruit a high density
of conifers near denning habitat. Tree retention would
occur within all units to provide for future woody
material.

This proposed alternative would convert 246 acres to
a stand initiation structural stage. This is 1.2% of the
LAU.

Guideline VEG G4 — Prescribed Fire
Prescribed fire** activities should not create permanent
travel routes that facilitate snow compaction.
Constructing permanent firebreaks on ridges or saddles
should be avoided.

Prescribed fire associated with site preparation would
not create permanent travel routes. No firebreaks are
proposed in lynx habitat.

Guideline VEG G5 — Habitat for alternate prey

species
Habitat for alternate prey species, primarily red

squirrel®, should be provided in each LAU.

Habitat for alternate prey would remain available in
mature- and old-growth forest in the LAU.

Guideline VEG G10 — Fuel treatments in the WUI
Fuel treatment projects in the WUI * as defined by
HFRA 8 should be designed considering standards
VEG S1, S2, S5, and S6 to promote lynx conservation.

About 94% of the project area lies in the rural
Salmon-Clearwater WUI. All but one unit (4 acres)
proposed in this project are located in LAU 30 and
the WUI. Fuel treatments are planned as site
preparation for tree planting. Summer forage for
snowshoe hares should be available to potential lynx
from 2-25 years after the planned burns.

Livestock Management (GRAZ)

The following objectives and guidelines apply to grazing projects in lynx habitat in lynx analysis units (LAU).

They do not apply to linkage areas.

Guideline GRAZ G1 - Livestock grazing and
openings
In fire- and harvest-created openings, livestock grazing
should be managed so impacts do not prevent shrubs and
trees from regenerating.

Not applicable to this project. None of these actions
would occur in the LAU.

Guideline GRAZ G2 — Livestock grazing and aspen
In aspen stands, livestock grazing should be managed to
contribute to the long-term health and sustainability of
aspen.

Not applicable to this project

Guideline GRAZ G3 — Livestock grazing and
riparian areas & willow carrs
In riparian areas® and willow carrs®, livestock grazing
should be managed to contribute to maintaining or

Not applicable to this project.
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Is direction applicable to this project and has
it been met (Yes or No; Met or Not Met)?
Where direction is applicable but has not

been met, explain the reason(s).

achieving a preponderance of mid- or late-seral stages®,
similar to conditions that would have occurred under
historic disturbance regimes.

Guideline GRAZ G4 — Livestock grazing and shrub-
step;ge habitats
In shrub-steppe habitats*, livestock grazing should be
managed in the elevation ranges of forested lynx habitat
in LAUs?, to contribute to maintaining or achieving a
preponderance of mid- or late-seral stages, similar to
conditions that would have occurred under historic
disturbance regimes.

Not applicable to this project

Human Use Projects (HU)

The following objectives and guidelines apply to human use projects, such as special uses (other than grazing),
recreation management, roads, highways, mineral and energy development, and in lynx habitat in lynx analysis
units (LAU), subject to valid existing rights. They do not apply to vegetation management projects or grazing

projects directly. They do not apply to linkage areas.

Guideline HU G1 — Ski area expansion &
development, inter-trail islands
When developing or expanding ski areas, provisions
should be made for adequately sized inter-trail islands
that include coarse woody debris®, so winter snowshoe
hare habitat*® is maintained.

Not applicable to this project

Guideline HU G2 — Ski are expansion &
development, foraging habitat
When developing or expanding ski areas, foraging
should be provided consistent with the ski area’s
operational needs, especially where lynx habitat occurs
as narrow bands of coniferous forest across mountain
slopes.

Not applicable to this project

Guideline HU G3 — Recreation developments
Recreation developments and operations should be
planned in ways that both provide for lynx movement
and maintain the effectiveness of lynx habitat®.

No recreational developments are in or planned to be
in the LAU.

Guideline HU G4 — Mineral & energy development
For mineral and energy development sites and facilities,
remote monitoring should be encouraged to reduce snow
compaction.

No such developments are occurring or planned in the
LAU.

Guideline HU G5 — Mineral & energy development,
habitat restoration
For mineral and energy development sites and facilities
that are closed, a reclamation plan that restores® lynx
habitat should be developed.

Not applicable to this project

Guideline HU G6 — Roads, upgrading
Methods to avoid or reduce effects to lynx should be
used in lynx habitat when upgrading unpaved roads to
maintenance levels 4 or 5, if the result would be
increased traffic speeds and volumes, or a foreseeable
contribution to increases in human activity or

Met-Existing roads in or to access the LAU would be
improved for harvest activities, but not to levels 4 or
5. None of these would be upgraded to a level to
increase traffic speeds, or to increase volumes beyond
the need to haul out product.
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Is direction applicable to this project and has
it been met (Yes or No; Met or Not Met)?
Where direction is applicable but has not

been met, explain the reason(s).

development.

Guideline HU G7 — Roads, locations
New permanent roads should not be built on ridge-tops
and saddles, or in areas identified as important for lynx
habitat connectivity™.
New permanent roads and trails should be situated away
from forested stringers.

Met—No new permanent roads would be constructed.

Guideline HU G8 — Roads, brushing
Cutting brush along low-speed®, low-traffic-volume
roads should be done to the minimum level necessary to
provide for public safety.

Met.

Guideline HU G9 — Roads, hew
On new roads built for projects, public motorized use
should be restricted. Effective closures should be
provided in road designs. When the project is over,
these roads should be reclaimed or decommissioned, if
not needed for other management objectives.

Met-All new roads are temporary and will be
decommissioned in 1-5 years. In addition, another
13.8 miles of road (outside the LAU) would be
decommissioned for soil concerns.

Guideline HU G10 — Roads, ski area access
When developing or expanding ski areas and trails,
access roads and lift termini to maintain and provide
lynx security™ habitat.

Not applicable to this project.

Guideline HU G11 — Snow compaction
Designated over-the-snow routes, or designated play
areas, should not expand outside baseline areas of
consistent snow compactionl, unless designation serves
to consolidate use and improve lynx habitat. This is
calculated on an LAU basis, or on a combination of
immediately adjacent LAUSs.

This does not apply inside permitted ski area boundaries,
to winter logging, to rerouting trails for public safety, to
accessing private inholdings, or to access regulated by
Guideline HU G12.

Use the same analysis boundaries for all actions subject
to this guideline.

Does not apply to this project.

Guideline HU G12 — Winter access for non-
recreation SUP & mineral & energy development
Winter access for non-recreation special uses, and
mineral and energy exploration and development, should
be limited to designated routes® or designated over-the-
snow routes’,

Met-Does not apply to this project.

Linkage Areas (Link)

The following objective, standard and guidelines apply to all projects within linkage areas, subject to valid

existing rights.

Met-No linkage areas defined in figure 1 of the NRLMD in this part of the Nez Perce Forest.

Standard LINK S1 — Highway or forest highway
construction in linkage areas
When highway™ or forest highway** construction or
reconstruction is proposed in linkage areas®, identify

See above.
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Where direction is applicable but has not

been met, explain the reason(s).

potential highway crossings.

Guideline L INK G1 — Land exchanges
NFS lands should be retained in public ownership.

Met.

Guideline LINK G2 — Livestock grazing in shrub-
steppe habitats
Livestock grazing in shrub-steppe habitats** should be
managed to contribute to maintaining or achieving a
preponderance of mid- or late-seral stages®, similar to
conditions that would have occurred under historic
disturbance regimes.

Not applicable-No such habitat.

*(1) For those areas identified as occupied lynx habitat in the Occupied Mapped Lynx Habitat Amendment to the Canada Lynx Conservation

Agreement (USDA Forest Service et al. 2006), management direction

are the standards and guidelines displayed below. As stated in the ROD (p.

29) unoccupied forests should consider this management direction. (2) Where superscript numbers (*°) appear, refer to the Glossary definitions

on pages 11-15.
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Section 3—Elk Analysis Comparisons: Forest Plan Standard (Leege et al. 1984) and
Recommended Guidelines (Servheen et al. 1997)

L(’J—{j& et al 1994 :Gw‘dc!l',q(f fsr Mo Peree (987 Forest+ Plon

FORM 1

Calculated by: w“t‘“’.{{' 3’})"'0%'-5*',_ AREA: ‘7,{‘”

Date: 1723~ 205 ALTERNATIVE: __ Existing oc Pre-sqle

ESTIMATING QUALITY OF ELK SUMMER HABITAT IN NORTHERN IDAHO

1. Total size of evaluation srea in usable acres* _l,_?i___ _ (A); and square miles (A + 640) f_!'_f_ (B)

2. Potential elk use as affected by roads.**

Vegetation Adjacent to Roads

Hiding Cover Open

Miles Coeff. Sid. Mlies  Miles Coefl. Sid. Miles

) (D) (CxD) {C) (D) ({CxD)

(E) (E)

Vo T Opn 5w 2 | o
Closed—hunting season —_— T — 10 e
Closed (w/gates) &_ .24 ‘_ﬂ_ N <
Closed (w/barrier) ——es .08 PR [F—— 12 e
Closed completely — .00 S [— 00
Secondary Open S 50 SESSS| | EeeS———— R —
Closed—hunting season - 44 —— e 80
Closed (w/gates) =speee 15 S m—— 2T e
Closed (w/barrier) .05 | N .09 I
Closed completely H,% .00 = -D_ e 00 e
Primitive Open — .03 N | SUS—— o
Closed—hunting season RS .03 S [ yr— .06 ——

Closed (w/gates) — .01 M, | — 02
Closed (w/barrier) I’J\—‘i .01 é.]a A .01 PR —
Closed completely R .00 A {414

Subtotal Std. Miles 2245 (R '

Total Sid. Miles (F +F)  _2.15 (g
]
Miles of standard road per square mile (G + B) _!_"_t (H)
&
Percent of polential elk use after road effects [use (H) and Fig. 2] _ 8 L % (1)
Al acre_sEableéxcepr talus, water surface, and other areas elk would not use because of natural features—

may also include winter range.
**Refer to Table 2 for coefficient information and definitions of road and vegetation types
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L{ej ¢ etal. 1994

Calculated by Wik ﬁ.f‘.@ﬁ’@u'_s_* )
1-23- 2015

Date:

FORM 2

ARea L1l

ESTIMATING QUALITY OF ELK SUMMER HABITAT IN NORTHERN IDAHO
(continued)

3. Potential elk use as to livestock density.

Post-Sale Alternatives

Pre-Sale o
Square miles within evaluation area used by (J) 1.1
livestock
Total cattle equivalents using area (K) 70
Cattle equivalents per sq. mi. (K = J) (L) _,Q._:%_. Sese——m—y  sme——wes poeo e
Percent of potential elk use [use (L) and Fig. 3] (M) _.!_Q..Q. % % ——— % %
Percenl of elk use period used by livestock (N) ')‘cl' % Y% % %
Weighted percent of potential elk use on (P) [ 2o % _% % %
livestock portion (M x N) + 100 (100 - N)
100
Percent of potential elk use on entire Q) [00 % % Y% Yo
evaluation area (P x J) + 100 (B - J)
—
4. Potential elk use as related to other factors. (Refer to Table 3)
Size and distribution of hiding and thermal cover = o % - Y% - %
Size and distribution of forage areas - q % - % - %o - %
Adequacy of security areas 0 % -. Yo - % - %
Total decrease from these factors (R) - ! % - % - % - %
"G
Potential elk use remaining (100 - R) {8). 1 % e % . %
5. EXISTING AND LONG-TERM POTENTIAL Post-Sale Alternatives
ELK USE
_Pre-Sale NS
Potential elk use of home range _100% 100% 100% 100%
Potential use as related o roads (1) ’g"f_% HESNEERY . - % %
Polential use as related 1o livestock @) 1 2° o % % %
©

Potential use as related to other factors (8).- il W % %
REMAINING POTENTIAL ELK USE r? 5

I S M) —L = % % - % %
(100%) x—{gtyx1G8-x1oh -
LONG TERM POTENTIAL ELK USE w) — % % Y%
(see instructions p. 13)
PERCENT CHANGE FROM PRE-SALE CONDITION v % Yo %

100 {Pre-Sale T-U) <+ Pre-Sale T

Appendix 8-27
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|94 Godelines (Sefvheen efal y197)

FORM 1
Calculated by: _Wild[fe Biolos ist AREA: 119!
Date: -3~ 2015 i ALTERNATIVE: (s, of Pre-Sole
ESTIMATING QUALITY OF ELK SUMMER HABITAT IN NORTHERN IDAHO
1. Total size of evaluation area in usable acres' 7/ 2 (A); and square miles (A+640) (.| (B)
2. Potential elk use as affected by roads?
Vegetation Adjacent to Roads
Hiding Cover Open
Miles Coeft. Std. Miles Miles Coef. Std. Miles
© ) (CxD) © @) (CxD)
®) (E)
Road Type Road Status
Arterial/Collector ~ Open 25 30 2 120
Closéd w/ gates 5.5 . 24 .32 36 _
Closed w/ barrier - 08 —_— 12 N—
Closed completely ——— .00 d— _— Se—
Local Open —_ 50 —_— _ % _—
Closed w/ gates R -] == —_— 27 e
Closed w/ barrier ey JIS —— _— pEE—
Closed completely —1:3 .00 . I ' -
Temporary Road  Open _ 03 —_— e U e
& System Trail Closed w/ gates _n _— ! M
Closedw/bamier (2.9 o1 2123 I e
Closedcompletely .00 e, OO —
Subtotal Std. Miles __ 3,75 13} _m

Total Std. Miles F+F) 3.5 (G)
Miles of standard road per square mile (G+B) _» 5| _(H)

Perceat of poteatial elk use after road effects [use (H) and Fig. 2] 51 (0

1All acres usable except talus, water surface, and other arcas clk would not use because of narural features—may also
include winter range.

2Refer to Table 2 for coefficicnt information and definitions of road and vegetation types.
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Servheen ef al A
i
FORM 2
Calculated by: _W.IA [fe Bivlogist AREA: _ /1]
Date: (23" 2015 ALTERNATIVE: _EXisfi'ng
i
ESTIMATING QUALITY OF ELK SUMMER HABITAT IN NORTHERN IDAHO
(continued) l
Post-Sale Alternatives
3. Potential elk use as related to livestock density __Pre-Sale  Post Sale '
Square Miles within evaluation area used by W_JL1
Livestock l
Total cattle equivalents using area ®_10
Cattle equivalents per sq. mi. (K+J) L 6.5 l
Percent of potential elk use [use (L) and Fig.3] M) (00 % % % %
Percent of elk use period used by livestock N_29 % % % % l
Woeighted percent of potential elk use on (P) /00 % % % %
livestock portion_(MxN) + 100 (100-N) I
100
Percent of potential use on entire Q) 00 % % % %l
evaluation area_(Px.J} + 100 (B~} *
B
4. ential elk use as related to other factors. (Refer to l
Table 3)
Size and distribution of hiding and thermal cover O % % % %l
Size and distribution of forage areas 9 % % % %
Adequacy of security areas : o % % % 9‘
Total decrease from these factors 9 % % % %
Potential elk use remaining (100-R) al_ % % % ‘)‘I

Post Sale Alternatives

5. EXISTING AND LOG-TERM POTENTIAL _Pre-Sale I
ELK USE .
Potential elk use of home range 100 % % % %I
Potential use as related to roads m_21 % % % %
Potential use as related to livestock (@) /00 % Y% % %l
Potential use as related to other factors s)_ 9! % % % %
REMAINING POTENTIAL ELK USE m_73% % %

{100% )x ()/100x(Q)/100x(S)100 =
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Glossary

T Areas of consistent snow compaction — An area of consistent snow compaction is an area of
land or water that during winter is generally covered with snow and gets enough human use that
individual tracks are indistinguishable. In such places, compacted snow is evident most of the
time, except immediately after (within 48 hours) snowfall. These can be areas or linear routes,
and are generally found in near snowmobile or cross-country ski routes, in adjacent openings,
parks and meadows, near ski huts or plowed roads, or in winter parking areas. Areas of
consistent snow compaction will be determined based on the area or miles used in 1998 to 2000.

2 Broad scale assessment — A broad scale assessment is a synthesis of current scientific
knowledge, including a description of uncertainties and assumptions, to provide an
understanding of past and present conditions and future trends, and a characterization of the
ecological, social and economic components of an area. (LCAS)

3 Carr — Deciduous woodland or shrub land occurring on permanently wet, organic soil. (LCAS)

4 Course woody debris — Any piece(s) of dead woody material, e.g., dead boles, limbs, and large
root masses on the ground or in streams. (LCAS)

5 Daylight thinning — Daylight thinning is a form of precommercial thinning that removes the
trees and brush inside a given radius around a tree.

¢ Denning habitat (lynx) — Denning habitat is the environment lynx use when giving birth and
rearing kittens until they are mobile. The most common component is large amounts of coarse
woody debris to provide escape and thermal cover for kittens. Denning habitat must be within
daily travel distance of winter snowshoe hare habitat — the typical maximum daily distance for
females is about three to six miles. Denning habitat includes mature and old growth®* forests
with plenty of coarse woody debris. It can also include young regenerating forests with piles of
coarse woody debris, or areas where down trees are jack-strawed.

7 Designated over-the-snow routes — Designated over-the-snow routes are routes managed under
permit or agreement or by the agency, where use is encouraged, either by on-the-ground marking
or by publication in brochures, recreation opportunity guides or maps (other than travel maps) or
in electronic media produced or approved by the agency. The routes identified in outfitter and
guide permits are designated by definition; groomed routes also are designated by definition.
The determination of baseline snow compaction will be based on the miles of designated over-
the-snow routes authorized, promoted or encouraged in 1998 to 2000.

8 Designated route — A designated route is a road or trail that has been identified as open for
specified travel use.

9 Developed recreation — Developed recreation requires facilities that result in concentrated use.
For example, skiing requires lifts, parking lots, buildings and roads; campgrounds require roads,
picnic tables and toilet facilities.

10 Security habitat (lynx) — Security habitat amounts to places in lynx habitat that provide secure
winter bedding sites for lynx in highly disturbed landscapes like ski areas. Security habitat gives
lynx the ability to retreat from human disturbance. Forest structures that make human access
difficult generally discourage human activity in security habitats. Security habitats are most
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effective if big enough to provide visual and acoustic insulation and to let lynx easily move away
from any intrusion. They must be close to winter snowshoe hare habitat. (LCAS)

1T Fire use — Fire use is the combination of wildland fire use and using prescribed fire to meet
resource objectives. (NIFC) Wildland fire use is the management of naturally ignited wildland
fires to accomplish resource management objectives in areas that have a fire management plan.
The use of the term wildland fire use replaces the term prescribed natural fire. (Wildland and
Prescribed Fire Management Policy, August 1998)

12 Forest highway — A forest highway is a forest road under the jurisdiction of, and maintained
by, a public authority and open to public travel (USC: Title 23, Section 101(a)), designated by an
agreement with the FS, state transportation agency and Federal Highway Administration.

13 Fuel treatment — A fuel treatment is a management action that reduces the threat of ignition
and fire intensity or rate of spread, or is used to restore fire-adapted ecosystems.

14 Goal — A goal is a broad description of what an agency is trying to achieve, found in a land
management plan. (LCAS)

15 Guideline — A guideline is a particular management action that should be used to meet an
objective found in a land management plan. The rationale for deviations may be documented,
but amending the plan is not required. (LCAS modified)

16 Habitat connectivity (lynx) — Habitat connectivity consists of an adequate amount of
vegetation cover arranged in a way that allows lynx to move around. Narrow forested mountain
ridges or shrub-steppe plateaus may serve as a link between more extensive areas of lynx habitat;
wooded riparian areas may provide travel cover across open valley floors. (LCAS)

17 HFRA (Healthy Forests Restoration Act) - Public Law 108-148, passed in December 2003.
The HFRA provides statutory processes for hazardous fuel reduction projects on certain types of
at-risk National Forest System and Bureau of Land Management lands. It also provides other
authorities and direction to help reduce hazardous fuel and restore healthy forest and rangeland
conditions on lands of all ownerships. (Modified from Forest Service HFRA web site.)

18 Highway — The word highway includes all roads that are part of the National Highway System.
(23 CFR 470.107(b))

Y Horizontal cover — Horizontal cover is the visual obscurity or cover provided by habitat
structures that extend to the ground or snow surface primarily provided by tree stems and tree
boughs, but also includes herbaceous vegetation, snow, and landscape topography. Horizontal
cover was measured by John Squires et al. (pers. com.) in Northwestern Montana according to
the following methodology:

“A canvas cover-board (2 m x 0.5 m) was erected 10 m from plot center in 4 directions (forward
track, back track, and at 2, 90° angles) was read to directly measure horizontal cover. The cover
board was divided into 4, 0.5 meter blocks and each block was further dividend into quarters. At
each reading, technicians estimated horizontal cover by 10% class at each of the 4 heights; these
4 estimates were then averaged for an overall estimate of that reading.” (According to Squires
via pers. com., cover measured during the summer period averaged approximately 65% while at
den sites it was measured at roughly 85%. During the winter period cover was measured at 45%
while at winter Kill sites it was slightly greater than 50%.)
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20 |solated mountain range — Isolated mountain ranges are small mountains cut off from other
mountains and surrounded by flatlands. On the east side of the Rockies, they are used for
analysis instead of sub-basins. Examples are the Little Belts in Montana and the Bighorns in
Wyoming.

21 LAU (Lynx Analysis Unit) — An LAU is an area of at least the size used by an individual lynx,
from about 25 to 50 square miles (LCAS). An LAU is a unit for which the effects of a project
would be analyzed; its boundaries should remain constant.

22 | inkage area — A linkage area provides connectivity between blocks of lynx habitat. Linkage
areas occur both within and between geographic areas, where basins, valleys or agricultural lands
separate blocks of lynx habitat, or where lynx habitat naturally narrows between blocks. (LCAS
updated definition approved by the Steering Committee 10/23/01)

23 Lynx habitat — Lynx habitat occurs in mesic coniferous forest that experience cold, snowy
winters and provide a prey base of snowshoe hare. In the northern Rockies, lynx habitat is
generally occurs between 3,500 and 8,000 feet of elevation, and primarily consists of lodgepole
pine, subalpine fir and Engelmann spruce. It may consist of cedar-hemlock in extreme northern
Idaho, northeastern Washington and northwestern Montana, or of Douglas fir on moist sites at
higher elevations in central Idaho. It may also consist of cool, moist Douglas fir, grand fir,
western larch and aspen when interspersed in subalpine forests. Dry forests do not provide lynx
habitat. (LCAS)

24 Lynx habitat in an unsuitable condition —Lynx habitat in an unsuitable condition consists of
lynx habitat in the stand initiation structural stage where the trees are generally less than ten to
30 years old and have not grown tall enough to protrude above the snow during winter. Stand
replacing fire or certain vegetation management projects can create unsuitable conditions.
Vegetation management projects that can result in unsuitable habitat include clearcuts and seed
tree harvest, and sometimes shelterwood cuts and commercial thinning depending on the
resulting stand composition and structure. (LCAS)

25 ow-speed, low-traffic-volume road — Low speed is less than 20 miles per hour; low volume is
a seasonal average daily traffic load of less than 100 vehicles per day.

26 Maintain — In the context of this amendment, maintain means to provide enough lynx habitat
to conserve lynx. It does not mean to keep the status quo.

27 Maintenance level — Maintenance levels define the level of service provided by and
maintenance required for a road. (FSH 7709.58, Sec 12.3) Maintenance level 4 is assigned to
roads that provide a moderate degree of user comfort and convenience at moderate travel speeds.
Most level 4 roads have double lanes and aggregate surfaced. Some may be single lane; some
may be paved or have dust abated. Maintenance level 5 is assigned to roads that provide a high
degree of user comfort and convenience. Normally, roads are double-lane and paved, but some
may be aggregate surfaced with the dust abated.

28 Mid-seral or later — Mid-seral is the successional stage in a plant community that’s the
midpoint as it moves from bare ground to climax. For riparian areas, it means willows or other
shrubs have become established. For shrub-steppe areas, it means shrubs associated with climax
are present and increasing in density.
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29 Multi-story mature or late successional forest — This stage is similar to the old multistory
structural stage (see below). However, trees are generally not as old and decaying trees may be
somewhat less abundant.

30 Objective — An objective is a statement in a land management plan describing desired resource
conditions and intended to promote achieving programmatic goals. (LCAS)

310ld multistory structural stage — Many age classes and vegetation layers mark the old forest,
multistoried stage. It usually contains large old trees. Decaying fallen trees may be present that
leave a discontinuous overstory canopy. On cold or moist sites without frequent fires or other
disturbance, multi-layer stands with large trees in the uppermost layer develop. (Oliver and
Larson, 1996)

32 Old growth — Old growth forests generally contain trees that are large for their species and site,
and are sometimes decadent with broken tops. Old growth often contains a variety of tree sizes,
large snags and logs, and a developed and often patchy understory.

33 Permanent development — A permanent development is any development that results in a loss
of lynx habitat for at least 15 years. Ski trails, parking lots, new permanent roads, structures,
campgrounds and many special use developments would be considered permanent
developments.

34 Prescribed fire — A prescribed fire is any fire ignited as a management action to meet specific
objectives. A written, approved prescribed fire plan must exist, and NEPA requirements met,
before ignition. The term replaces management ignited prescribed fire. (NWCG)

35 Precommercial thinning — Precommercial thinning is mechanically removing trees to reduce
stocking and concentrate growth on the remaining trees, and not resulting in immediate financial
return. (Dictionary of Forestry)

36 Red squirrel habitat — Red squirrel habitat consists of coniferous forests of seed and cone-
producing age that usually contain snags and downed woody debris, generally associated with
mature or older forests.

37Regeneration harvest — The cutting of trees and creating an entire new age class; an even-age
harvest. The major methods are clearcutting, seed tree, shelterwood, and group selective cuts
(Helms 1998).

38 Research — Research consists of studies conducted to increase scientific knowledge or
technology. For the purposes of Standards VEG S5 and VEG S6, research applies to studies
financed from the forest research budget (FSM 4040) and administrative studies financed from
the NF budget.

39 Restore, restoration — To restore is to return or re-establish ecosystems or habitats to their
original structure and species composition. (Dictionary of Forestry)

40 Riparian area — An area with distinctive soil and vegetation between a stream or other body of
water and the adjacent upland; includes wetlands and those portions of floodplains and valley
bottoms that support riparian vegetation. (LCAS)
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41 Salvage harvest — Salvage harvest is a commercial timber sale of dead, damaged or dying
trees. It recovers economic value that would otherwise be lost. Collecting firewood for personal
use is not considered salvage harvest.

42 Shrub steppe habitat — Shrub steppe habitat consists of dry sites with shrubs and grasslands
intermingled.

43 Standard — A standard is a required action in a land management plan specifying how to
achieve an objective or under what circumstances to refrain from taking action. A plan must be
amended to deviate from a standard.

44 Stand initiation structural stage — The stand initiation stage generally develops after a stand-
replacing disturbance by fire or regeneration timber harvest. A new single-story layer of shrubs,
tree seedlings and saplings establish and develop, reoccupying the site. Trees that need full sun
are likely to dominate these even-aged stands. (Oliver and Larson, 1996)

45 Stem exclusion structural stage — In the stem exclusion stage, trees initially grow fast and
quickly occupy all of the growing space, creating a closed canopy. Because the trees are tall,
little light reaches the forest floor so understory plants (including smaller trees) are shaded and
grow more slowly. Species that need full sunlight usually die; shrubs and herbs may become
dormant. New trees are precluded by a lack of sunlight or moisture. (Oliver and Larson, 1996)

46 Timber management — Timber management consists of growing, tending, commercially
harvesting and regenerating crops of trees.

47 Understory re-initiation structural stage — In the understory re-initiation stage, a new age class
of trees gets established after overstory trees begin to die, are removed or no longer fully occupy
their growing space after tall trees abrade each other in the wind. Understory seedlings then re-
grow and the trees begin to stratify into vertical layers. A low to moderately dense uneven-aged
overstory develops, with some small shade-tolerant trees in the understory. (Oliver and Larson,
1996)

48 \Vegetation management projects — Vegetation management projects change the composition
and structure of vegetation to meet specific objectives, using such means as prescribed fire and
timber harvest. For the purposes of this amendment, the term does not include removing
vegetation for permanent developments like mineral operations, ski runs, roads and the like, and
does not apply to fire suppression or to wildland fire use.

49 Wildland urban interface (WUI) - The area adjacent to an at-risk community that is identified
in the community wildfire protection plan. If there is no community wildfire protection plan in
place, the WUI is the area 0.5 mile from the boundary of an at-risk community or within 1.5
miles of the boundary of an at-risk community. The WUI could also include areas if the terrain is
steep, or there is a nearby road or ridge top that could be incorporated into a fuel break, or the
land is in condition class 3, or the area contains an emergency exit route needed for safe
evacuations. (Condensed from HFRA. For full text see HFRA § 101.)

50 Winter snowshoe hare habitat — Winter snowshoe hare habitat consists of places where young
trees or shrubs grow dense — thousands of woody stems per acre — and tall enough to protrude
above the snow during winter, so hares can browse on the bark and small twigs (Ruediger et al.
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2000). Winter snowshoe hare habitat develops primarily in the stand initiation, understory
reinitiation and old forest multistoried structural stage.
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Interdisciplinary Target Stands

Introduction

Development of the target stand condition at all phases of stand development is an integral part
of silvicultural prescriptions. Site-specific target stands are designed to articulate the desired
vegetative condition at the fine scale to meet multiple objectives for a stand. Target stands are
inherently based upon interdisciplinary objectives and desired conditions across multiple scales.
There is a need for the silviculturist, interdisciplinary team, and line officer to have focused
discussions to gain a common understanding of what the target condition is at multiple scales.
Only then can the existing condition be compared to the desired condition, allowing the team to
develop ecologically sound management alternatives. This work ultimately provides the
information to build a site-specific silvicultural prescription.

Forest-wide Integrated Target Stands are needed to provide a consistent basis for the
development of project-specific target stands. These target stands are organized by logical
habitat type groupings and incorporate appropriate ranges of values to capture potential
variability. Investing the time to develop a target stands package that integrates multiple
resources provides valuable information and a common starting vision for silviculturists and
interdisciplinary team members alike.

At the watershed assessment or project analysis scale, the Forest-wide target stands provide the
basis for development of desired conditions and project-specific target stands. However, this
process first requires a description of the desired vegetative condition at the mid to broad scale,
or defining the Target Landscape. Once the landscape level desired condition has been defined,
the spatial placement and desired condition of treatment areas follows by starting with Forest-
wide integrated target stands. The team must determine whether refinement or variations are
needed to address project-specific desired conditions. This process as documented in the NEPA
analysis and decision provides the basis for the silviculturist to develop site-specific detailed
silvicultural prescriptions for project implementation.

The Forest strategy for completion of a Forest-wide target stand package is to utilize existing
interdisciplinary teams and existing project analysis data over time. As a habitat type group
becomes emphasized in a project, that team will address the target stand for that group. Thus far,
several interdisciplinary teams have developed Forest-wide integrated target stands for the most
common habitat type groups. Several target stands still need to be developed. This document
provides a summary of the considerations for development of target landscapes along with the
methodology and results for the interdisciplinary target stands developed thus far. This
information should be utilized when developing landscape assessments, NEPA proposals, and as
a starting point for both project-specific desired condition discussions and site-specific
prescriptions. Future versions of this document will incorporate additional target stands and
variations as they are developed.

Target Landscape Considerations

A Target Landscape is determined by the quantity and distribution (range) of habitat conditions
as comprised of age, size, species and historic range of variability. In other words, the Target
Landscape is the desired mosaic of vegetation conditions where natural disturbance regimes help
to define habitats (1930 Lewinski).

G-3



Appendix G
Clear Creek Integrated Restoration Project Target Stands for Multiple Objectives

Classification systems are necessary to group sites and/or vegetation together based on key
factors such as site capability, existing vegetation, physical site qualities, etc. The Clearwater
Forest has typically used Landtype Associations (LTA) to classify areas. Clearwater LTA’s base
the distribution targets primarily on soil and water attributes. The Nez Perce primarily uses
Vegetation Response Units (VRU’s) which classify areas based on vegetative components, fire,
vegetation and wildlife attributes. Based on these groupings, both sides of the Forest describe
desired species, size, and age class (as determined by relative size and past disturbance regimes
and patterns such as fire, insects/disease, and management) to define target landscapes. Target
landscape definitions avoid defining stand specific attributes such as trees per acre and snags per
acre. In projects across both Forests, it is possible to also use habitat type groupings to further
describe target landscapes.

Table G-1: LTA and VRU Comparison

Ecosection Setting LTA (Clearwater) VRU (Nez Perce
Bitterroot Breaklands Groups 1,2 & 3
Bitterroot Uplands Groups 4 & 5
Bitterroot Subalpine (ngr\(/):rps 6,7 &8 north of Lochsa
Idaho Batholith Breaklands 3,8,12&16
Idaho Batholith Uplands 4,6,7,10 & 17
Idaho Batholith Subalpine Groups 6.7 & 8 south of Lochsa 12,589

In defining target landscapes, consider starting with the Forest Plan Revision basis (3 very large
landscapes) which define distribution of only species and size; use these to identify target
landscapes for the analysis area. Consider then using the appropriate LTA’s/VVRU’s and/or
habitat type groups to tier down target landscapes for the analysis area.

Integrated Target Stands

Target stands are used to achieve the landscape level Desired Future Condition (DFC). Target
stands are management units used to describe stand development through time. The target stand
does not prescribe treatments, but simply represents the desired condition at various phases of
stand development. For Forest-wide target stands, this desired condition was built by framing
objectives for each resource relative to site capability and natural disturbance regimes. The need
to treat a given stand at any stage of development would be determined at the project scale by
comparing the existing to desired condition.

This target stand package does not include consideration of specific Forest Plan Management
Area guidance, or other location factors that would inform desired conditions such as wildland
urban interface (WUI) or roadless areas; specific area emphases and regulatory guidance would
be applied at the project level. The Forest-wide target stands were built to include a range of
values that would encompass the spectrum of possible management emphases. If
interdisciplinary teams encounter situations that are outside the range of variability represented
in existing Forest-wide target stands, new project-specific or Forest-wide variations may be
developed as appropriate.
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The elements used in target stand tables are those of importance to multiple resources. For
example, vegetation management relies heavily on species composition and structure. Wildlife
management relies heavily on tree composition and structure, snags, snag recruitment and large
woody debris. Soil and water management rely on large woody debris and debris recruitment.
Fire and fuel management rely on elements such as canopy base height, ladder fuels, and crown
bulk density. All resources have some need to provide for forest restoration and resiliency
through time. Some elements of the target stands, wildlife and fuels in particular, are shown
with qualitative values. The narrative descriptions with each stand define what those qualitative
elements represent. Integrating target stand components based on habitat characteristics will
take care of most wildlife species. Some species that are emphasized for each target stand when
they are of particular importance.

Generally, tree retention elements are assumed to be met across the whole stand, including the
retention provided in untreated portions of the stand such as riparian areas. The distribution of
individual trees and clumps is described generically for each target stand. If more specific
distribution patterns or evenness are required, it should be described as such or refined clearly in
the NEPA and site specific prescriptions. Vegetation management should be done at the
landscape scale, with individual stands contributing to a desired mosaic of conditions. In some
cases it may be appropriate to describe variable tree retention across larger scales than the
individual stand. Some considerations for this are included in the narratives for each target
stand, but should also be discussed in detail at the project scale.

The following steps represent the process for using target stands in a NEPA project:

1. Define Target Landscapes: IDT members to discuss, understand and accept these as
delineated

2. Determine Existing Condition (EC) of each Target Landscape

3. Determine Departure of the existing condition from the target landscape; where these
is significant departure there is opportunity for treatment.

4. Define Areas of Concern: Understand/Apply screens (i.e. Old Growth, Riparian

Areas, Sensitive Soils)

a. Visuals and Fire could be considered but are more adaptive; these components
may trigger additional analysis and/or process but do not define separate target
landscapes or target stands; use these to aid in further refinement of areas of
opportunity

5. Assign generalized Target Stands to areas of opportunity

6. Develop integrated, detailed, stand specific prescriptions for treatment areas; the
objective of these is to move the areas needing treatment closer to the target stand
objectives

Forest-Wide Objectives

The Nez Perce Clearwater Forest Plan Revision, Planning Set of Documents (2010) and the
Analysis of the Management Situation (2003) summarize the following needs to maintain
terrestrial sustainability and desired conditions. These needs provide the framework for target
stand objectives. An important next step for subsequent versions of this target stand
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document are to further integrate with Forest Plan revision efforts to ensure target stands are
consistent with the desired conditions specified in the final documentation.

Increase the amount of forests dominated by shade-intolerant, fire-adapted, relatively
drought-tolerant, potentially long-lived tree species (western white pine, ponderosa pine,
western larch, whitebark pine);

Decrease the amount of forests dominated by shade-tolerant, fire-intolerant, and drought-
intolerant tree species (grand fir, western hemlock, western red cedar); and also decrease
the amount of forests dominated by shorter-lived shade intolerant tree species (primarily
Douglas-fir);

Increase the amount of forests within the seedling/sapling, large size class, and also old
growth forests ;

Decrease the amount of forests within the small and medium size classes;

Increase patch size in the large size class and also old growth, decreasing fragmentation
of these forests;

Increase patch size in the seedling/sapling size class, except where recent wildfires
created large patches;

Wildland fire is used to manage vegetation, where appropriate. Social concerns limit the
scale of managed fire short of historic levels;

Reduce Hazardous fuels. National Forest System lands within the wildland urban
interface (WUI) are the highest priority for fuel treatment activities to reduce the threat of
extreme fire behavior and to provide fuel conditions that allow for safe and effective
initial attach, especially within the community protection zone as defined and
characterized in county community wildfire protection plans.

For wildlife habitat, a variety of seral stages distributed across the landscape are desired
to provide interior habitat, patch connectivity, and resiliency in the long-term. Habitats
are well distributed both spatially and over time in patch sizes similar to those that
occurred historically as a result of natural disturbance regimes such as fires, insects, and
diseases. Large, contiguous habitat blocks provide for decreased fragmentation and
increased connectivity, especially those with interior habitat conditions.

The shrub/seedling/sapling stages are maintained within the desired vegetation condition,
providing habitat for species such as large ungulates and a variety of bird species. Dense
and immature stands susceptible to drought and damage or destruction from insects,
pathogens, and wildfire are reduced while providing habitat for a wide range of wildlife
species. Late seral/old forest structures are increased, including large residual trees
throughout all biophysical settings providing wildlife habitat for species such as fisher,
pygmy nuthatch, pileated woodpecker, and boreal owl.

Methodology

For each of the Forest-wide integrated target stands, and interdisciplinary approach was used.
The team included a silviculturist, line officer, wildlife biologist, soils scientist, and fuels
specialist. The team was assigned based on existing projects that included habitat type groups of
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interest. Habitat type groups were discussed, and example stand data selected to represent the
group. Over the course of several meetings, the applicable ecological objectives for each stand
and each phase of development for the stand was discussed and FVS runs conducted to show
expected succession or results of treatments over time. Team members also reviewed literature
relative to their resource to inform proposed values for target stand elements. Team members
also reviewed conditions in the field and examples of treatments to gain a common
understanding of the metrics used to describe target stands.

Habitat Type Groups

The Nez Perce and Clearwater Forest use a Forest habitat type grouping developed in 1997
(revised 2005). These groups are based upon species composition, site potential, and natural fire
regime. The groups are meaningful for a wide range of analysis and provide the basis for target
stands. However for several groups, subgroups are recognized for variations. This split does not
discount the validity of the use of the broader groups for resource analyses, but is important to
reflect accurate species compositions in the target stand. Another common habitat type grouping
used in Region 1 is presented in Green et al (1992). These groupings are used for old growth
analysis, and also provide meaningful groupings of habitat types. These groups were compared
with the Nez/CLW groupings for consistency. In most cases the groupings are fairly similar.
The goal of the Forest-wide target stands package is a target stand for 5 coarse groupings of the
11 Nez/CLW habitat type groups, with additional variations for climax types and species of
interest (notably lynx).

To date, several of the groups of highest interest to ongoing projects have been developed. The
Cool and Wet/Moist Subalpine Fir Group had two variations developed, including a lynx habitat
emphasis stand. The Mixed Conifer Moist Group was also developed which represents some of
the most productive forests and where white pine restoration is often emphasized. Most recently,
the Moderate Warm/Dry group was developed which is common on the Nez Perce forests and
represents mixed conifer areas where seral species such as ponderosa pine and western larch are
of particular importance. Variations were developed for this group to split apart drier, Douglas-
fir climax sites from more moist, grand-fir climax sites. There are several homework items
pending for all developed target stands before they are considered final, as described in the
narrative for each.

As of Version 1.0 of this document, the Warm/Dry and Cool/Cold Dry Upper Subalpine groups
have not yet been addressed. These are both high priority to complete. The Warm/Dry group
represents unique dry ponderosa pine breakland areas that are often an emphasis for fuel
management and pine restoration. The Cool/Cold Dry Upper Subalpine Group contains
whitebark pine restoration opportunities, which are of particular interest due to its listing as a
sensitive species.

Table G-2: Habitat Type Grouping for Forest-wide Integrated Target Stands

Nez/CLW (1997) Habitat Type Groups Green 1992
and Habitat Types Habitat NEZELEY e
L Stands
Descriptions Type Group
Dry & open PP/DF w/
1-Warm | bunchgrass. Hot, low elev, 130, 140, 141, 142, 160, A&B WARM/DRY
L 161, 162, 210, 220, 230, (not yet developed)
& Dry WIS asp. Fire interval 5-25 311 321
yrs, low sev. PP & dry DF '
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Nez/CLW (1997) Habitat Type Groups

Green 1992

and Habitat Types Habitat Nez/CS:LW Target
L tands
Descriptions Type Group
climax.
170, 171, 172, 190, 250,
Open PP/DF w/ grass & brush. | 260, 261, 262, 263, 280,
2 _ Mod Low el_ev,_some high on S/W | 281, 282, 283, 310, 292, A&B
Warm & asp. Fire interval 5-50 years, 312, 313, 320, 322, 323, MOD
Dry low & mod. PP, DF, & some 324, 330, 340, 350, 360, WARM/DRY
GF climax. Splitby DF or GF | 370 =2a Var. 1: DF climax
climax. g(k))S 506, 507,508 = D&E var 2- GF climax
Variable; transition dry to -
5=Mod | moist. PP, DF, WL, LP, GF. 290, 291,293 = 3a 5
Mod Dry Fire int. 15-50 yrs, mod-sev. 510, 511, 512, 515, 590,
Split by DF or GF climax. 591, 592, 523 = 3b
4 —Mod. | Drier asp at mid elev; diverse | 516, 517, 518, 519, 520,
Warm & | conifer spp. Fire interval 50- | 521, 522, 524, 525, 526, C,C1
Moist 200 yrs. GF climax types. 529
Upland cedar/hemlock w/ high
5 _ Mod diversity (THPL, TSHE, 530, 531, 532, 533, 534, MIXED
Cool &' PSME, PIEN, ABGR, PICO, 535, 545, 546, 547, 548, G, Gl CONIFER
Moist TSME, LAOC, PIMO). Fire 555, 565, 570, 571, 572, MOIST
variable, intervals 50-200 573, 574, 575, 576, 577,
years. WC, WH climax.
6 — Mod Forested riparian, long fire x
" | interval 50-250+. PP, DF, GF, | 540, 541, 542, 550, 560
cool & Wet .
WC climax.
420, 421, 422, 460, 461,
High diversity, fire interval 462, 470, 579, 620, 621,
7-Cool & | >120 years. WL, DF, WP, 622, 623, 624, 625, 660, | COOL &
Moist ES, LP, AF, GF possible. AF, | 661, 662, 670, 671, 673, WET/MOIST
ES, WH climax types. 680, 682, 685, 686, 687, SUBALPINE FIR
740 Var 1: Lynx
Very wet, forested riparian: 410, 440, 480, 610, 630, habitat
8 — Cool & fires 90_1’50+ ES AF MH 635, 636, 637, 650, 651, H Var 2: Non-lynx
Wet - Lo 652, 653, 654, 655, 675,
climax types. 677
Cool/drier AF types. Fire
interval 50—130);F;ars low to 450, 640, 663, 690, 691,
9-Cool & moderate. LP. DE WL seral 693, 710, 712, 720, 750, J
Mod. Dry o " | 790, 791, 792, 780, 910, K cooL/coLD
LP stand replaces. ES, AF,
- 920, 930, 950 DRY UPPER
LP climax types. SUBALPINE
Upper elevation; WB, LP, 820, 830, 831, 832, 672,
10-Cold | MH, AF, ES, and AL 674, 692, 694, 730, 731, Var 1: Whitebark
& Moist to | common. Fire interval 35- 732, 733, 676, 681, 840, I,J, K pine }estoration
Mod. Dry | 300+ years, variable types. 841, 842, 711, 713, 925, Var 2: Non-WBP
AF, AF-WB, MH, LP climax. | 940 (not yet developed)
11 - Cold | Timberline, WB, MH, AF, ES,
Near and AL. Fire interval 35-300+ | 850, 860, 870 K
Timberline | yrs. WB, AL climax types.
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Warm/Dry Target Stand (Habitat Group 1)

Description

This target stand is not yet developed. Currently no stand exam data is available for habitat
types in this group. These sites are characterized by very dry ponderosa pine or Douglas-fir
climax forests with bunchgrass understories and a high frequency, low severity fire regime.
These areas often lie at low elevations, at the transition from forested to open savannah or
grassland communities. These sites are more often targeted for fuels or ecosystem prescribed
fire treatments rather than commercial timber projects.

Objectives

Applicable objectives for this group are likely to include ponderosa pine restoration, grass forage
production, and open forest conditions consistent with the frequent historic fire regime. These
types may be particularly sensitive to changing climate conditions in terms of potential timber
suitability.

Table G-3 (Not Yet Developed): Warm Dry Target Stand — Vegetation
Table G-4 (Not Yet Developed): Warm Dry Target Stand — Wildlife Integration

Table G-5 (Not Yet Developed): Warm Dry Target Stand — Soils, Fire, and Natural Disturbance
Integration

Moderately Warm/Dry Habitat Type Groups 2 and 3

Description

These habitat type groups cover the transition from dry to moist, including ponderosa pine and
Douglas-fir climax habitat types and more moist grand fir climax types with grass or shrub
understories. A wide diversity of species composition is possible, including ponderosa pine and
Douglas-fir on the drier sites and western larch, grand fir, subalpine fir, Engelmann spruce, and
lodgepole pine on the moistest sites. Fire intervals are generally from 5 to 50 years from low to
moderate severity.

Objectives & Discussion

e Variations should be built to split the dry sites (DF habitat type) from the moist sites (GF
habitat types).

e Both variations should include an appropriate mix of seral species and generally a 2-
storied condition. An emphasis on promoting ponderosa pine and western larch is
assumed, although the precise proportion achievable would vary by site. On the grand fir
sites in particular, there will be components of lodgepole pine, subalpine fir, grand fire,
and/or Engelmann spruce to some extent.

e To promote resiliency, it is desirable to limit the susceptibility to bark beetles and root.
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The moister end of the group would provide habitat for pileated, fisher, goshawk, 3-
toeds, black-backed, and elk hiding cover. The dry end would emphasize flammulated
owl habitat. EIk winter range is provided at the seedling stages for both groups.

50-75 year natural fire return intervals, so our example stand data has missed 1 or 2 fires
— this is the most common reason why stands we encounter in this type are in an
undesirable condition relative to forest structure, insects/disease, and seral species
composition.

For tree retention, clumpy is desirable and clumps should be a minimum of 2-4 trees.

The tree size for overstory retention values are the desired condition — if there are not that
many large trees available, the biggest available would be the priority to leave.

We used a “natural” FVS run with no disturbance to get an idea of potential old growth
conditions.

A typical regeneration event in these types would be a natural moderate severity fire, or a
shelterwood (DF-dominated) or group selection (PP-dominated) for a 2 aged stand.

We used Bollenbacher et al 2009 for snag sizes; and considered Green et al 1992
concerning old forest.

Reference Reynolds (1992) for goshawk habitat at a large scales; target stand conditions
fit within them.

Due to root disease, we assume that no more than 30% Douglas-fir composition is
achievable in the moist grand-fir group.

Pending Validation:
A narrative will be developed to further explain the qualitative fire/fuels elements

The team will review more stands in the field to verify metrics; in particular the number
of overstory retention trees is of interest to review.

Additional FVS gaming should be done to incorporate more accurate root disease results.

The soils scientist and timber specialist need to review the tables.

Variation 1. Douglas-fir Climax (Habitat Type Groups 2a, 3a)

Table G-6: Mod Warm/Dry Douglas-fir Climax Target Stand — Vegetation

Moderately Warm/Dry
Habitat Type groups 2a, 3a: Douglas-fir climax types. 1-2 storied
Snags/Acre
Stage Vegetation Structure Downed Wood 20'+
Age Trees per Acre & Average Canopy |Lg.wood|Tons/ac 15-
Developmental | Structural Composition BA/ac dbh Height | Closure | 20"+/ac | CWD 20"+ |19.9"
Stand Seedling 1-10 150-1200, = 70% PP N/A 1-2” 1-10° N/A
Ini?ration = 7 2+ 5-10 2+ 3+
overstory | 100+ | 1021 fj‘blh0>14'20 30+ | 217/14" | 60-175' | <25%
Stand : > 60O " , 0
Initiation Sapling 10-20 150-800, = 60% PP 20-50 2-5 10-20 25-30% 2+ 5-10 2+ 3+
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Moderately Warm/Dry
Habitat Type groups 2a, 3a: Douglas-fir climax types. 1-2 storied

Snags/Acre
Stage Vegetation Structure Downed Wood 20'+
Age Trees per Acre & Average Canopy |Lg.wood|Tons/ac 15-
Developmental | Structural Composition BA/ac dbh Height | Closure | 20"+/ac | CWD 20"+ |19.9"
Overstory 110+ 10-20+ 30+ 21" /14" | 60-175 <25%
Pole 20-40 150-450, = 60% PP 30-80 3-6” 20-50’ -509
g(irlrcjsion : 050 3+ 515 2+ 3+
Overstory 120+ 7-15+ 20+ 20"+ 60-175’
Immature
40-100 | 100-350, 260% PP | 60-120 6-14" 40-120
e o saw ° 4060% | 3+ | 1015 | 2+ | a4+
Overstory 150+ 5-10+ N/A 22"+ 60-175’
Understory Mature 100- >6" dbh 50-200, total ,
Reinitiation sawtimber | 150 | 100-500, 250% pp | 80-240 | 15+ | 80-160" | 50-70% | 4+ | 10-20 f 2+ | 4+
Old/mature >6" dbh 30-120, total Overstory 120- o
Old Forest sawtimber 150+ 75-350, > 40% PP 80-260 217+ 175 40%+ 4+ 10-25 3+ 5+
Table G-7: Mod Warm/Dry Douglas-fir Climax Target Stand — Wildlife Integration
Moderately Warm/Dry
Habitat Type groups 2a, 3a: Douglas-fir climax types (1-2 storied)
Wildlife Elements
Developmental Structural Flam. Owl & White-headed Cavity Nesting Habitat
Stage Stage Elk Browse goshawk woodpecker (woodpeckers) Aspen
Stand Seedling High Forage High Low
Initiation Sapling Mod/High Forage High Low _ _
Stem Pole Mod Declining Forage Mod Low Poteht(;al forglsolathed
Exclusion Immature saw Low/Mod | Declining forage Mod/Low Low/med aspen iteosé::irse where
Reinitiation Mature saw Mod Nesting & Forage Low Moderate
Old Forest Old/mature saw Mod Nesting & Forage Low Mod/High
Table G-8: Mod Warm/Dry Douglas-fir Climax Target Stand — Soils, Fire, and Natural
Disturbance Integration
Moderately Warm/Dry
Habitat Type groups 2a, 3a: Douglas-fir climax types (1-2 storied)
Fire, & Disturbance Risk Elements
Surface & | Canopy Crown Fire- Bark
Structural Developmental Ladder Base Density Resilient Beetle | Root & Stem
Stage Stage Fuels Height (CD) SPP (RT) | Fire Risk Risk Disease Risk
Stand Seedling Low High Low See Low Low Low
Initiation Sapling Low High Low structure Low Low Low
Stem Pole Low Mod | Low/Mod | table— Mod Low Mod
Exclusion Immature saw Low Mod | Low/Mod dessei)rrsjjsto Mod/High |Low/Mod Mod
Reinitiation Mature saw Low High Mod/High | the extent | Mod/High [Mod/High|  Mod/High
Old Forest | Old/mature saw Low High | Mod/High | feasible Mod High High
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Variation 2: Grand fir Climax (Habitat Type Groups 2b, 3b)

Table G-9: Mod Warm/Dry Grand fir Climax Target Stand — VVegetation

Moderately Warm/Dry
Habitat Type groups 2b, 3b: Grand fir climax types. 1-2 storied
Stage Vegetation Structure Downed Wood [Snags/Acre 20'+
Age Trees per Acre & Average Canopy |Lg.wood [Tons/ac 15-
Developmental | Structural Composition BA/ac dbh Height | Closure 20" + CWD 20"+ |19.9”
. 300-2000, 250% WL, " )
ati?ir;:ion Seedling 1-10 PP, and/or DF N/A 1-2 1-10 N/A or 10-15 or 3+
Overstory | 100+ 10>21", 10 14-20" 30+ 21"+ 60-175" | <20%
. 300-1200, 250% WL, " ) o
ati?ir;ctjion Sapling 10-20 PP, and/or DF 20-50 2-5 10-20 30-40% o4 10-15 o4 34
Overstory 110+ 20+ 30+ 21"+ 60-175’ <20%
300-800, 250% WL, " )
Eiirnjsion Pole 20-40 PP, and/or DF 40-100 3-6 20-50 40-70% 3+ 10-20 on 34
Overstory 120+ 15+ <10 21"+ 60-175’
Immature 40- 200-500, at least 30% " ,
g(i:rlrsjsion saw 100 seral (WL, PP, DF) 80-160 6-14 40-120 40-70% 3+ 15-20 24 4+
Overstory 150+ 10+ <10 21"+ 60-175’
Understory >6": 150-350, total
Reinitiation Mature | 100- | 554500 >20% wL, | 19O 15+ | so-160' | 20 4r |55 | 2+ | 4+
sawtimber 150 260 70+%
PP, and/or DF
>6" dbh = 50-150, with
Old/mature =20 TPA >20” dbh. 120- | Overstory 130- GF type
Gl [RolEst sawtimber | 0% | Total 300-450. 215% | 260 21+ 160° | 70%+ R IR I G
WL, PP, and/or DF
Table G-10: Mod Warm/Dry Grand fir Climax Target Stand — Wildlife Integration
Moderately Warm/Dry
Habitat Type groups 2b, 3b: Grand fir climax types (1-2 storied) Wildlife Elements
Stage Habitat Elements, Low / Med / High Unigue Elements
Elk Cavity Nesting
Developmental Structural Browse Goshawk Fisher & Marten Habitat Aspen Pacific Yew
Seedling High Forage Log;r?;?r?e & Low
Stand Initiation Tow f g ) Potential for Potential for
Sapling Mod/High Forage 0\(/jv orage Low isolated .
enning aspen: § y'ewi)I
: Pole Mod Declining Forage Forage Low desirable esirable
Stem Exclusion — i
Immature saw Low/Mod Declining forage Forage Low/med where it V;Ziﬁs't
Reinitiation Mature saw Low Nesting & Forage Denning & forage Moderate occurs
Old Forest Old/mature saw Low Declining Nesting; Forage | Denning & forage Mod/High
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Table G-11: Mod Warm/Dry Grand fir Climax Target Stand — Soils, Fire, and Natural
Disturbance Integration

Moderately Warm/Dry
Habitat Type groups 2b, 3b: Grand fir climax types (1-2 storied) Fire & Disturbance Risk Elements
Surface & | Canopy Bark Root
Developmental Structural Ladder Base [Crown Bulk|Fire-Resilient] Beetle Disease
Stage Stage Fuels Height Density SPP Fire Risk Risk Risk
S Seedling Low High Low Low Low Low
Stand Initiation - -
Sapling Low High Low [See structure| Low Low Low
Stem Exclusion Pole Low Mod Low/Mod ta(tj)lees;esdetrgls Mod Low Mod
Immature saw Low Mod Low/Mod the extent Mod/High| Low/Mod Mod
Reinitiation Mature saw Low High Mod/High feasible |Mod/High| Mod/High | Mod/High
Old Forest Old/mature saw Low High Mod/High Mod High High

Moist Mixed Conifer Target Stand (Habitat Type Groups 4, 5, and 6)

Description

The habitat types in Group 4 (moderately warm and moist grand fir) are characterized by mixed
species stands of grand fir, Douglas fir, lodgepole pine, Engelmann spruce and occasionally
western larch or ponderosa pine, with diverse shrub and forb understories. Grand fir/Clintonia is
the habitat type most frequently found. These habitat types are common at mid elevations on
north slopes and lower slopes in slope positions or geographic areas too dry for western red
cedar. The habitat types in Group 5 (moderately cool and moist western red cedar) are
characterized by mixed species stands of western red cedar, grand fir, and Douglas fir, with
diverse shrub and forb understories. Western white pine, larch, and ponderosa pine are less
frequent components. Cedar/Clintonia is the habitat type in this group most frequently found.
These habitat types are common in the western portion of the subbasin on lower slopes and
northerly aspects, but become increasingly rare toward the headwaters. The habitat types in
Group 6 (moderately cool and wet western red cedar) are characterized by stands of grand fir
and western red cedar. Douglas-fir and western white pine are less common. They often have
fern and herb understories. Cedar/lady fern is the habitat type most frequently found. These
habitat types are generally limited to riparian areas along streams and moist lower slopes in the
western part of the subbasin.

Objectives & Discussion

e Applicable wildlife habitats for this type include moose and fisher.

e Restoration of seral species such as white pine, western larch, and ponderosa pine is a
key objective.

e Utilize variable density retention techniques. 2 acres is the maximum opening size with
no dead or green trees. Retain both individual and clumps of leave trees.

e Tree clumps are 7-10 green trees/acre. Leave Douglas-fir and grand fir only if no seral
species are available. Use retention clumps around legacy trees or standing dead to
improve chances of retention.
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Retain dead and green trees across all cover types. Retention of green trees will be more
evenly distributed for fire tolerant species. Fire intolerant species retention of green trees
will have fewer scattered trees and more clumps.

Retain legacy trees where feasible.
Estimates of site prep loss:

o Tractor Ground: Jackpot burning improves overstory retention; assume 0-10% loss
of green trees due to burning.

o0 Line Ground: Site prep burning may eliminate most standing green overstory;
assume 50-60% loss of retained green trees.

Pending Validation Items:
o0 Narratives need to be developed to explain the wildlife and fire/fuels elements.

Table G-12: Moist Mixed Conifer Target Stand — Vegetation

Moist Mixed Conifer Habitat Type groups 4-6 2-storied
Structural | Developmental Agein Trees per Average Canopy
Stage Stage Years Acre BA dbh Height Closure
300-2000 of which >300 Lo 115 N/A
) WP/WL/PP. For certification; - -
ISt_a_nd_ Seedling 1-10 minimum 300 TPA long- NIA
I lived serals, 80% stocked.
Qverstory 100+ 14 to 28 combo 5/3 snags N/A 14"+ 70-150° 15-25%
’ 300-800 of which >200 . ,
ﬁlti?ig:ion Sapling 10-25 WPWLIPP 1055 1-2 10-40 N/A
Overstory 110+ 11 to 22 combo 5/3 snags 20"+ 70-150’ 10-15%
200-450 of which >200 " )
g;insmn Pole 25-70 WP/WL/PP 40-150 3-10 20-75 >70%
Overstory 125+ >10 live trees, 5/3 snags 20"+ 70-150’ 10-15%
100-250 of which >150 " , o
E;irnjsion Immature saw 70-100 WP/WL/PP 80-250 7-16 30-120 >70%
Overstory 150+ >10 live trees, 6/4 snags 20"+ 100-150'+ 10-15%
Understory Mature 100-150 80-200 of which >80 10-247 70-150 >70%
Reinitiation sawtimber WP/WL/PP 150-300
20"+ 100-150'+ 10-15%
Overstory 150+ >10 live trees, 8/5 snags
Old/mature 60-150 of which >80 ” , o
Old Forest sawtimber 150+ WP/WL/PP 120-300 20"+ 70-150'+ 70-80%
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Table G-13: Moist Mixed Conifer Target Stand — Wildlife Integration

Moist Mixed Conifer Snags Avg. |Green Tree Habitat Elements, Unique Elements
Habitat Type groups 4-6 (2 storied) DBH Retention Low-Low/ Med-Med/ High-High & Wildlife Value
21"+ or avg
Mature DBH
LG Mature |20"+30-| mature, | Overstory
Structural | Developmental | Wood | 20" 30’ ‘ whichever | Canopy Hiding Thermal | Cavity |Deciduous| Pacific
Stage Stage 20" + #lac #lac >, #lac Closure Browse Cover Cover Habitat | Trees Yew
Stand Seedling 2 5 3 14-28 15-25% High Low Low Low/Med Low Low
Initiation Sapling 3 5 3 11-22 10-15% | Med/High Med Low |LowMed| Med Med
Stem Pole 3 5 3 11-22 >10% Med High | Low/Med | Med |Med/High ﬂ%‘:{
D [ morure saw | 2 6 4 1122 >10% | Low/Med | High Med |Med/High| High | High
Un_dgr_stc_)ry Mature saw 3 8 5 15-25+ >10+% Low Med/High High High |[Low/Med | High
Reinitiation

Old Forest | Old/matur saw 4 10+ 5 60-150+ >70% Low/Med | Med/High High High Low High

Table G-14: Moist Mixed Conifer Target Stand — Soils, Fire, Natural Disturbances Integration

Moist Mixed Con Habitat Fire Elements Natural Disturbance
Type groups 4-6 (2 storied) Soils Elements (May be more applicable at project level). Risk (Low/Med/High)
Woody Decay Class Surface & Canopy Fire Risk &
Structural | Developmental | Debris Logs/ac by Ladder Fuels [Base Height| Crown |Fire-Resilient| Insect Risk | Disease
Stage Stage Tons/ac Class 1-6 (SF & LF) (CBH) |Density (CD)| SPP (RT) | (FR & IR) Risk
Stand Seedling 17-33 Low/Low High Low High Low/Low Low
Initiation i - i i
Sapling 17-33 Describe decay Low/Low H?gh Low H!gh Low/Low Low
Stem Pole 17-33 class Low/Low High Low High Low/Low Low
Exclusion Immature saw 17-33 development Low/Low High Low High Low/Med Med
through stand
Understory . .
Reinitiation Mature saw 17-33 structural stage Low/Low High Low High Low/Med Med
Old Forest | Old/matur saw 17-33 Low/Low High Low High Low/Med Med

Cool and Wet/Moist Subalpine Fir (Habitat Type Groups 7 and 8)

Description

Habitat type group 7 (Cool and Moist subalpine fir) is characterized by stands of subalpine fir,
Engelmann spruce, and lodgepole pine, with brush understories. Western larch, whitebark pine,
and Douglas-fir are less common components. Subalpine fir/menziesia is the habitat type in this
group most frequently found in the subbasin. These habitat types are common and occur at
upper elevations on north aspects and moist lower slopes (Green et al, 1992). These types area
characterized by cool and moist site conditions. Species diversity can be high with larix
occidentalis, Pseudotsuga menziesii, Pinus monticola, Picea Engelmannii, Pinus contorta, Abies
lasiocarpa and Abiesgrandis. Other sites are dominated by Pinus contorta after stand
replacement burns. These sites are probably too cool for Tsuga heterophylla and Thuja plicata to
play a dominant role. On the other hand, these sites are not cold enough that Pinus albicaulis is
competitive and it usually does not play a major successional role (although it may sometimes be
present in minor amounts). Fire history information is scarce. Fire intervals are estimated at
greater than 120 years for most sites (Fischer, 1987) (Report 09-08 v1.0).
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Habitat type group 8 (Cool and Wet subalpine fir) is characterized by stands of subalpine fir,
Engelmann spruce, and lodgepole pine, with shrub, forb or graminoid understories. Subalpine
fir/bluejoint reedgrass is the habitat type in this group most frequently found in the subbasin.
These habitat types are uncommon and occur at upper elevations in riparian areas (Green et al,
1992). These are very wet sites. They are forested riparian areas along streams and associated
with wetlands. Due to this very wet condition the fire free interval can be very long. Intervals
between severe, stand replacement fires are probably much longer than the majority of fire group
nine, 90-130 years and are probably in excess of 150 years. (Report 09-08 v1.0).

Objectives & Discussion

e Utilize variable density retention techniques. 2 acres is maximum opening size with no
dead or green trees. Retain both individual and clumps of leave trees. Tree clumps are 7-
10 green TPA. Retention of green will be more evenly distributed in LP and more
clumpy in SAF.

e Opportunistic management of tall shrubs using OSR; favor retention/regeneration of
huckleberry and willow where possible.

e Managing stand dead: Retain all legacy trees 17”_ dbh. Trees will primarily spruce and
lodgepole, approximately 4/acre. Retain legacy trees in clumps to improve retention
success. Standing legacy trees will influence where clumps are retained.

e Managing down woody debris: 7-18 tons/acre. Stands will also be gaining nutrients
from suppressed/intermediate tree input.

e Managing Stand Green; Estimate of site prep loss 10% lodgepole pine; 25% loss
subalpine fir

o Site prep loss on Tractor Ground: Jackpot burning improves overstory retention,
specifically mature SAF. Assume 0-10% loss of green trees due to burning.

o Site prep loss on Line Ground: Burning may eliminate most green overstory; assume
50-60% loss of retained green trees.

e Pending Validation:

0 The team needs to fill in the wildlife, soils and fire/fuels tables, and explain in
narrative.
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Variation 1. Lynx Habitat Emphasis

Table G-15: Subalpine Fir Lynx Habitat Target Stand - Vegetation

Stage Multi-Storied. SAF/MH habitat type groups.
Age Average Canopy
Developmental Structural Trees per Acre BA/Ac dbh Height Closure
400-1800 ES/SAF of which >100 WL 10" 115
Stand Seedling 1-10 For certification: minimum 100 tpa N/A : }
Initiation long lived serals; 80% unit stocked
Overstory 80+ 14-36 combo live and snags N/A 12"+ 70-125 5-15%
Stand Sapling 10-25 500-1000 total of which >100 WL 10-55 1-4” 10-25
Initiation )
Overstory 100+ 14-36 combo live and snags 14"+ 70-125’ 5-15%
0,
S Pole 25.70 400-700 of which >200 WL tsoso | 30 20600 | ~°0%
Exclusion )
Overstory 125+ 10-20 combo live and snags 18"+ 70-125’ +/-10%
Stem Immature saw 70-100 250-450 of which >25 WL 250-350 8-16" 30-90° >50%
Exclusion Overstory 150+ 10-20 combo live and snags 207+ 70-125' +/-10%
10-20" 50-100’ >50%
A Mature 100-150 200-300 of which >25 WL
Reinitiation sawtimber 250-350
20"+ 70-150'+ +/-10%
Qverstory 150+ 5-10 combo live and snags
Old Forest Old/mature 150+ 100-200 of which >25 WL 250-350 20+ | 70-150+ | >50%
sawtimber

Table G-16 (Not Yet Developed): Subalpine Fir Lynx Habitat Target Stand — Wildlife Integration

Snags Avg. | Green Tree Habitat Elements, Unique Elements
Stand Stage DBH Retention Low-Low/ Med-Med/ High-High & Wildlife Value
Mature | 21"+ or avg
LG Mature [20"+30-{DBH mature,| Overstory
Wood | 20”30’ ‘ whichever >.| Canopy Hiding | Thermal | Cavity [Deciduous| Pacific
Developmental Structural 20" + #lac #lac #lac Closure | Browse | Cover Cover | Habitat | Trees Yew
Stand Seedling
Initiation Sapling
Stem Pole
Exclusion Immature saw
Reinitiation Mature saw
Old Forest Old/mature
saw

G-17




Appendix G
Clear Creek Integrated Restoration Project

Target Stands for Multiple Objectives

Table G-17 (Not Yet Developed): Subalpine Fir Lynx Habitat Target Stand — Soils, Fire, Natural
Disturbance Integration

Stand Stage

Soils Elements

Fire Elements

(May be more applicable at project level).

Natural Disturbance
Risk (Low/Med/High)

Woody Decay Class Surface & Canopy Crown Fire- Fire Risk &
Debris Logs/ac by |Ladder Fuels|Base Height| Density Resilient |Insect Risk | Disease
Developmental Structural Tons/ac Class 1-6 (SE & LF) (CBH) (CD) SPP (RT) | (FR&IR) Risk
Stand Seedling
Initiation Sapling
Stem Pole
Exclusion Immature saw
Understory
Reinitiation Mature saw
Old Forest Old/mature
saw
Variation 2. Non-Lynx
Table G-18: Subalpine Fir Non-Lynx Habitat Target Stand — Vegetation
SAF/MH habitat type groups Multi-Storied
Structural | Developmental Age in Trees per Average Canopy
Stage Stage Years Acre BA/Ac dbh Height Closure
40-1800 ES/SAF of which 12 115 N/A
. >100 WL. For certification, 2" -15°
Stand Seedling 1-10 minimum 100 TPA long lived N/A
Initiation serals w/ 80% unit stocked.
Overstory 80+ 14-36 combo live and snags N/A 12"+ 70-125’ 5-15%
Stand Sapling 10-25 500-1000 of which >100 WL 10-55 1-4” 10-25 5-15%
Initiation )
Overstory 100+ 14-36 combo live and snags 14"+ 70-125’ 5-15%
Stem Pole 25-70 400-700 of which >200 WL 150-250 3-10" 20-60' >50%
Exclusion )
Overstory 125+ 10-20 combo live and snags 18"+ 70-125' +/-10%
Stem Immature saw 70-100 250-450 of which >25 WL 250-350 8-16” 30-90’ >50%
Exclusion Overstory 150+ 10-20 combo live and snags 20"+ 70-125’ +/-10%
10-20" 50-100’ >50%
Understory Mature .
Reinitiation sawtimber 100-150 200-300 of which >25 WL 250-350
20"+ 70-150’ +/-10%
Overstory 150+ 5-10 combo live and snags
Old Forest | Old/mature 150+ | 100-200 of which >25 WL | 250-350 20"+ 70-150° >50%
sawtimber
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Table G-19 (Not Yet Developed): Subalpine Fir Non-Lynx Habitat Target Stand — Wildlife

Integration
SAF/MH Habitat type groups, Multi Snags Avg. |Green Tree Habitat Elements, Unique Elements
storied DBH Retention Low-Low/ Med-Med/ High-High & Wildlife Value

21"+ or avg
Mature DBH
LG Mature [20"+30-| mature, Overstory

Structural | Developmental | Wood | 20" 30’ whichever | Canopy Hiding Thermal | Cavity |Deciduous| Pacific
Stage Stage 20" + #lac #lac >, #lac Closure Browse Cover Cover | Habitat | Trees Yew
Stand Seedling

Initiation Sapling

Stem Pole

Exclusion Immature saw

Un_dgr_stqry Mature saw

Reinitiation

Old Forest | Old/matur saw

Table G-20 (Not Yet Developed): Subalpine Fir Non-Lynx Habitat Target Stand — Soils, Fire, and
Natural Disturbance Integration

Fire Elements Natural Disturbance
Soils Elements (May be more applicable at project level). Risk (Low/Med/High)
Woody Decay Class Surface & Canopy Fire Risk &
Structural | Developmental | Debris Logs/ac by Ladder Fuels [Base Height| Crown |Fire-Resilient| Insect Risk | Disease
Stage Stage Tons/ac Class 1-6 (SF & LF) (CBH) |Density (CD)| SPP (RT) | (FR & IR) Risk
Stand Seedling
Initiation Sapling
Stem Pole
Exclusion Immature saw
Understor
Reinitiation | Mature saw

Old Forest Old/matur saw

Cool/Cold Upper Subalpine (Habitat Type Groups 9, 10, 11)

Description
This target stand is not yet developed.

Objectives
Integrated objectives for this stand have not yet been developed.
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Variation 1. Whitebark pine emphasis
Table G-21 (Not Yet Developed): Upper Subalpine Whitebark Pine Target Stand — Vegetation

Table G-22 (Not Yet Developed): Upper Subalpine Whitebark Pine Target Stand — Wildlife
Integration

Table G-23 (Not Yet Developed): Upper Subalpine Whitebark Pine Target Stand — Soils, Fire, and
Natural Disturbance Integration

Variation 2: Non-Whitebark pine emphasis
Table G-24 (Not Yet Developed): Upper Subalpine Non-Whitebark Pine Target Stand — Vegetation

Table G-25 (Not Yet Developed): Upper Subalpine Non-Whitebark Pine Target Stand — Wildlife
Integration

Table G-26 (Not Yet Developed): Upper Subalpine Non-Whitebark Pine Target Stand — Soils, Fire,
and Natural Disturbance Integration
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Appendix A: SVS images for Example Target Stands

Warm/Dry

V(a)--Moderately Warm/Dry Douglas-fir Climax

1. Sapling 2. Immature Saw, Low Sev. Disturbance

Stand=01170424010003 Year=2032 Beginning of cycle 42401003_dfexample_004 svs Stand=01170424010003 Year=2082 During the fire (02/03) 42401003 _dfexample_009.svs

3. Mature Saw, Low Severity Disturbance 4. Old Forest

Stand=01170424010003 Year=2112 During the fire (02/03) 42401003 _dfexarnple_017 svs Stand=01170424010003 Year=2162 Beginning of cycle 42401003 _dfexample_023.svs
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Example Photograph of target stand example at
Understory Reinitiation Phase.
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V(b)--Moderately Warm/Dry Grand-fir Climax

1. Sapling 2. Immature Saw, Low Sev. Disturbance

Stand=01170307030031 Year=2032 Beginning of cycle 30103031 _gfexample_007 svs Stand=01170307030031 Year=2062 During the fire (02/03) 30103031 _gfexample_012 svs

*Note this image is low for legacy trees.

3. Mature Saw, Low Severity Disturbance
4. Old Forest

Stand=01170307030031 Year=2112 During the fire (02/03) 30103031 _gfexample_ 020 svs Stand=01170307030031 Year=2112 Beginning of cycle 30703031 _nodisturbance_011.5vs

G-24



Appendix G
Clear Creek Integrated Restoration Project Target Stands for Multiple Objectives

VI1--Moist Mixed Conifer

5. Existing Condition 6. Disturbance

Stand=01170402040010 Year=2011 Inventory conditions 20trees_acre_001.svs Stand=01170402040010 Year=2013 During the fire (02/03) 20trees_acre_004 svs

7. Stand Initiation 8. Stem Exclusion

Stand=01170402040010 Year=2031 Beginning of cycle 20trees_acre_007 svs Stand=01170402040010 Year=2081 Beginning of cycle 20trees_acre_D12.5vs
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VIl(a)--Cool and Wet/Moist Subalpine fir Lynx Habitat

1. Existing Condition 2. Stand Initiation - Seedling

Stand=01170719030043 Year=2011 y

SAF_ES_Target_001.svs

HTG 7 and 8: Cool and Wet/Moist Subalpine Fir
Subalpine Fir Lynx Habitat Target

Stand=01170719030043 Year=2022 Beginning of cycle

HTG 7 and 8: Cool and Wet/Moist Subalpine Fir
SubalpineFir Lynx Habitat Target

Stand Initiation

SAF |

3. Stand Initiation - Sapling

Stand=01170712030043 Year=2032 Beginning of cycle

HTG 7 and 8: Cool and Wet/Moist Subalpine Fir
SubalpineFir Lynx Habitat Target

Stand Initiation: Sapling

5. Understory Reinitiation

Stand=01170719030043 Year=2132 Beginning of cycle

SAF_ES_Targst 005.5vs

4. Stem Exclusion

Stand=01170719030043 Year=2072 Beginning of cycle

HTG 7 and 8: Cooland Wet/Maoist Subalpine Fir
Subalpine Fir: Lynx Habitat Target

Stem Exclusien

SAF_ES_Target 009.svs

SAF_ES_Target_015.svs

HTG 7 and 8: Cool and Wet/Moist Subalpine Fir
Subalpine Fir Lynx Habitat Target

Understory Re-initiation

6. Old Forest

Stand=01170719030043 Year=2212 End of projection

HTG 7 and 8: Cool and Wet/Moist Subalpine Fir
Subalpine Fir Lynx Habitat Target

Old Forest

SAF_ES_Target_023.svs

G-26




Appendix G
Clear Creek Integrated Restoration Project Target Stands for Multiple Objectives

VIl(b)--Cool and Wet/Moist Subalpine fir Non-Lynx Habitat

1. Stand Initiation 2. Stem Exclusion

target_stand_011.svs

Stand=01170719030043 Year=2022 Beginning of cycle SAF_ES_Target_004.svs Stand=01170719030063 Year=2071 Beginning of cycle

3. Understory Reinitiation/Old Growth

Stand=01170719030063 Year=2201 Beginning of cycle target_stand_024 svs
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VIll(a)--Cool/Cold Upper Subalpine Whitebark Pine Emphasis
Not Yet Developed

VI111(b)--Cool/Cold Upper Subalpine Non-Whitebark Pine
Not Yet Developed
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Table H-1. Unit Summary

Unit Patch Alternative Alternative Alternative
Number | Area Acres B C D
101 NFA 63 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
102 NFA 178 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
103 NFA 118 Regeneration Regeneration Drop
104 NFE 57 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
105 NFB 18 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
106 NFB 15 Regeneration Regeneration Drop
107 NFB 10 Regeneration Regeneration Drop
108 NFB 31 Regeneration Regeneration Drop
109 NFB 157 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
110 NFB 24 Regeneration Regeneration Drop
111 NFB 5 Regeneration Regeneration Drop
112 NFB 21 Regeneration Regeneration Drop
113 NFB %6 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
114 NFC 48 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
115 NFC 1 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
116 NFC 10 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
117 NFC 4 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
118 NFC 8 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
119 NFD 64 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
120 NFD L2 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
121 NFD 1 Regeneration Regeneration Drop
122 SFG 77 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
123 SFE 121 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
124 SFE 24 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
125 SFE 78 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
126 SFJ 69 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
127 SFE 10 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
128 SFJ 52 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
129 SFE 53 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
130 SFG 47 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
131 SFJ 32 Drop Drop Drop
132 SFK 3 Regeneration Regeneration Drop
133 SFK 17 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
134 SFK 17 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
135 SFK A Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
136 SFC 20 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
137 SFC 6 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
138 SFC 5 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
139 SFC Q0 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
140 SFC 31 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
141 SFC 36 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
142 SFC 28 Regeneration Regeneration Drop
143 SFA 1 Drop Drop Drop
144 SFA 0 Drop Drop Drop
145 SFA 109 Regeneration Regeneration Drop
146 SFA 14 Drop Drop Drop
147 SFM 3 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
148 SFM 38 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
149 SFM 51 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
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Unit Summary

Unit Patch Alternative Alternative Alternative
Number | Area Acres B C D

150 SFH 147 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
152 SFH 36 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
153 SFH 13 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
154 SFH 81 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
155 NFG 101 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
156 NFG 73 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
157 NFG 19 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
158 NFG 9 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
159 NFG 102 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
160 NFG 116 Regeneration Regeneration Regeneration
201 NFA 3 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
A2 NFA 28 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
28 NFA 21 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Drop

e NFA 55 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
26 NFA 109 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
25 NFE 77 Commercial Thin Regeneration Commercial Thin
07 NFB 30 Commercfal Thin Commercial Thin Drop

28 NFB 30 Commercial Thin Regeneration Commercial Thin
20 NFB 2 Commercial Thin Regeneration Commercial Thin
210 NFB 3 Commercial Thin Regeneration Commercial Thin
211 NFC 12 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
212 NFC 17 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
213 NFC 8 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
214 NFD 102 Commercial Thin Regeneration Commercial Thin
215 NFD 4 Commercial Thin Regeneration Commercial Thin
216 NFD 5 Commercial Thin Regeneration Commercial Thin
217 SFE 41 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
218 SFE 146 Commercial Thin Regeneration Commercial Thin
219 SFG 22 Commercial Thin Regeneration Commercial Thin
220 SFG 26 Commercial Thin Regeneration Commercial Thin
221 SFC 26 Commercial Thin Regeneration Commercial Thin
222 SFC 70 Commercial Thin Regeneration Commercial Thin
223 SFC 2 Commercial Thin Regeneration Commercial Thin
24 SFC 38 Commercial Thin Regeneration Drop

225 SFC 60 Commercial Thin Regeneration Commercial Thin.
226 SFC 28 Commercial Thin Regeneration Drop

227 SFC 15 Commercial Thin Regeneration Drop

228 SFC 20 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
229 SFJ 50 Commercial Thin Regeneration Commercial Thin
230 SKH 197 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
231 SFK 39 Commercial Thin Regeneration Commercial Thin
232 SFK 21 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
233 SFK 12 Commercial Thin Regeneration Commercial Thin
234 SFK 172 Commercial Thin Regeneration Commercial Thin
235 SFK 74 Commercial Thin Regeneration Commercial Thin
236 SFK 38 Commercial Thin Regeneration Commercial Thin
237 SFK 37 Commercial Thin Regeneration Commercial Thin
238 SFK 49 Commercial Thin Regeneration Commercial Thin
301 NA 333 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
302 NA 2 Drop Drop Drop

303 NA 55 Drop Drop Drop
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Unit Patch Alternative Alternative Alternative
Number | Area Acres B C D
3 NFG 160 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
3B NA 4 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
3B NA 60 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
07 NA 36 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
3B NFG 30 Drop Drop Drop
3P NA 277 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
310 NFG 24 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
311 NFG 30 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
312 NFG 29 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
313 NFG 19 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
314 NFG 8 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
315 NA 162 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
316 NA 189 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
317 NA 78 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
318 NA &4 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
319 NA 244 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
30 NA 215 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
321 NA 34 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
322 NA 16 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
33 NA 75 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
34 NA Kes) Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
325 NA 20 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
326 NA 36 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
327 NA 89 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
328 NA 26 Drop Regeneration Regeneration
329 NA 103 Drop Regeneration Regeneration
330 NA 33 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
331 NA 27 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
332 NA 15 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
333 NA 75 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
334 NA 2 Drop Drop Drop
335 NA 26 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
336 NA 29 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
337 NA 143 Drop Drop Drop
338 NA 10 Drop Drop Drop
339 NA 30 Drop Drop Drop
30 NA 30 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
A1 NA 276 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
K72 NA 3 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
A3 NA Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Drop
71 NA 11 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
45 NA 118 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
36 NA 38 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
347 NA 98 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
48 NA 43 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
30 NA 53 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
350 NA 23 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
351 NA 21 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Drop
352 NA 13 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
353 NA 6 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
354 NA 8 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
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Unit Patch Alternative Alternative Alternative
Number | Area Acres B C D
355 NA 8 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
356 NA 95 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
357 NA 54 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Drop
358 NA 278 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
359 NA 14 Drop Drop Drop
30 NA 18 Drop Drop Drop
361 NA 4 Drop Drop Drop
2 NA 19 Drop Drop Drop
33 NA 8 Drop Drop Drop
A NA 9 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
s3] NA 20 Drop Drop Drop
366 NA J2 PreCornmercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
%/ NA 9 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
I8 NA 19 Drop Drop Drop
K3 NA 14 PreCommercial Thin PreCornmercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
30 NA 12 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
371 NA 10 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCornmercial Thin
372 NA 9 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
33 NA 27 Commercial Thin Commercial Thin Commercial Thin
01 NFB 12 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
AP NFB 11 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
A3 NFB 31 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
A NFB 15 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
A5 NFB 35 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
46 NFB 55 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
A7 NFB 23 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
4B NFB 16 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
40 NFB 27 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
410 NFC 5 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
411 NFC 29 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
412 NFC 15 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCornmercial Thin
413 NFC 21 PreCommercial Thin PreCommerciai Thin PreCommercial Thin
414 NFD 22 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreComrnercial Thin
415 NFD 16 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
416 SFG 21 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreComrnercial Thin
417 SFG 16 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCornmercial Thin
418 SFE 23 PreComrnercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
419 SFE 4 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreComrnercial Thin
40 SFE 16 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCornmercial Thin
P21 SFE 19 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
12 SFC 36 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
3 SFC 14 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
24 SFJ 41 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreComrnercial Thin
425 SFJ 8 PreComrnercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
26 SFK 23 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
27 SFK 20 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
8 SFK 31 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
49 SFA 26 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
40 SFA 8 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
431 SFA 12 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
132 SFA 5 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
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Unit Patch Alternative Alternative Alternative
Number | Area Acres B C D

433 SFA 21 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
434 SFA 15 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
45 SFM 37 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
436 SFM 13 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
437 SFM 23 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
438 SFM 37 Drop Drop Drop

439 SFH 20 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
40 SFH 20 Droo Droo Drop

Mm SFH 17 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
9 SFH 31 Drop Drop Drop

43 SFH 14 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
44 SFH 11 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
45 SFH 8 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
46 SFH 7 Droo Drop Drop

47 SFH 2 Droo Droo Drop

48 SFH 4 Drop Drop Drop

49 NFG 58 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
40 NFG 16 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
51 NFG 5 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
82 NFG 4 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
453 NFG 6 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
A NA 38 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
455 NA 19 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercialThin
56 NA 31 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
457 NA 10 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
458 NA 27 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
459 NA 24 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
480 NA 27 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
4561 NA 19 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
43 NA 8 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
14 NA 27 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
59 NA 21 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
46 NA 21 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
X7 NA 9 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
48 NA 27 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
40 NA 10 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
40 NA 25 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
471 NA 11 Drop Drop Drop

472 NA 5 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
473 NA 32 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
474 NA 20 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
irs NA 23 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
476 NA 16 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
a7 NA 14 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
478 NA 21 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
479 NA 14 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
30 NA 27 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
481 NA 25 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
8 NA 32 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
183 NA 33 PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin PreCommercial Thin
501 NFA 29 Improvement Improvement Improvement
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Unit Patch Alternative Alternative Alternative
Number | Area Acres B C D

0% NFA 16 Improvement Improvement Drop

B NFA 5 Improvement Improvement Improvement

4 NFB 11 Improvement Improvement Drop

556 NFB 197 Improvement Improvement Improvement

56 NFE 30 Improvement Improvement Improvement

a0l NFE 28 Restoration Restoration Restoration

ar NFE 13 Restoration Restoration Restoration

701 NFE 257 Burn Burn Burn

™ NFE 13 Burn Burn Burn

F0¢] NFE 10 Burn Burn Burn

™ NFE 13 Burn Burn Burn

[05) NFE 164 Burn Burn Burn

%6 NFE 15 Burn Burn Burn

707 NFE 17 Burn Burn Burn

8 NFF 187 Burn Burn Burn

F0°) SFF 3B Burn Burn Burn

710 SFF 5 Burn Burn Burn

7 SFF 18 Burn Burn Burn

712 SFG 150 Burn Burn Burn

713 SFG 93 Burn Burn Burn

714 SFE 127 Burn Burn Burn

715 NFE Burn Burn Burn

RET NFA 911 Retention Retention Retention
RHCA Na 3710 RHCA RHCA RHCA
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Table I-1: Past Activities by Sale Name (Acres)*

Sale 1930- | 1950- | 1960- | 1970- | 1980- | 1990- | 2000- | 2010- Grand
Name 1939 | 1959 1969 1979 1989 1999 2009 | Present Total
9730 SALVAGE 1457.01 1457.01
Salvage Cut
(intermediate 1457.01 1457.01
treatment, not
regeneration
BASALT POLE 30.15 30.15
Single-tree Selection
cut (UA/RH/FH) 30,15 30.15
BIG CEDAR 699.66 699.66
Broadcast Burning
(covers a majority of 214.29 214.29
the unit)
Patch Clearcut
(EA/RH/FH) 6.44 6.44
Plant Trees 218.02 218.02
Stand Clearcut
(EA/RH/FH) 260.91 260.91
BLACK COUGAR 1128.49 1128.49
Broadcast Burning
(covers a majority of 294.19 294.19
the unit)
Plant Trees 436.46 436.46
Stand Clearcut
(EA/RH/FH) 172.77 172.77
Stand Clearcut (with
leave trees) 225.07 225.07
(EA/RH/FH)
BROWN
SPRINGS 582.72 | 887.06 1469.78
Broadcast Burning
(covers a majorityof 441.38 441.38
the unit)
Plant Trees 68.52 445.68 514.20
Seed-tree Seed Cut
(with and without 72 82
leave trees)
(EA/RH.NFH)
Stand Clearcut
(EA/RH/FH) 441.38 441.38
BUTTE SALE 132.26 | 193.70 325.96
Plant Trees 162.98 162.98
Seed-tree Seed Cut
(with and without 13296 13296
leave trees)
(EA/RH/NFH)
Stand Clearcut
(EA/RH/FH) 30.72 30.72
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Sale 1930- | 1950- | 1960- | 1970- | 1980- | 1990- | 2000- | 2010- Grand
Name 1939 | 1959 1969 1979 1989 1999 2009 | Present Total

CEDAR CREEK 2 36.97 | 272.83 309.80

Broadcast Burning

(covers a majority of 18.66 18.66

the unit)

Plant Trees 18.66 18.66

Seed-tree Seed Cut

(with and without 36.97 | 171.49 208.46

leave trees)

(EA/RH/NFH)

Stand Clearcut

(EA/RH/FH) 64.02 64.02

CEDAR ROAD

(THIN) 66.14 66.14

Salvage Cut

(intermediate 66.14 66.14

treatment, not

regeneration)

CEDAR SADDLE 97.46 97.46

Precommercial Thin 48.73 48.73

Salvage Cut

(intermediate 48.73 48.73

treatment, not

regeneration)

CHINESE

RABBIT STEW 126.50 | 1560.95 | 14.40 1701.85

Broadcast Burning

(covers a majority of 168.76 168.76

the unit)

Commercial Thin 63.25 63.25

Improvement Cut 31.57 31.57

Patch Clearcut

(EA/RH.FH) 6.90 6.90

Plant Trees 644.07 | 14.40 658.47

Seed-tree Seed Cut

I(W|th and without 208.36 208.36

eave trees)

(EA/RH/NFH)

Shelterwood

Establishment Cut

(with or without 141.40 141.40

leave trees)

(EA/RH/NFH)

Shelterwood

Preparatory Cut 63.25 63.25

(EA/NRH/NFH)

Shelterwood Staged

Removal Cut 63.25 63.25

(EA/NRH/NFH)

Stand Clearcut

(EA/RH/FH) 168.58 168.58
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Sale 1930- | 1950- | 1960- 1970- 1980- 1990- | 2000- | 2010- Grand
Name 1939 | 1959 1969 1979 1989 1999 2009 | Present Total

Stand Clearcut (with

leave trees) 128.06 128.06

(EA/RH/FH)

CLEAR CREEK

INTERMEDIATE 270.85 270.85

Commercial Thin 270.85 270.85

CLEAR STORM 682.68 | 284.59 967.27

Broadcast Burning

(covers a majority of 247.19 85.72 332.91

the unit)

Plant Trees 118.31 | 198.87 317.18

Stand Clearcut

(EA/RH/FH) 317.18 317.18

COUGAR RIDGE 565.78 55.55 621.33

Broadcast Burning

(covers a majority of 137.57 55.55 193.12

the unit)

Plant Trees 113.49 113.49

Seed-tree Seed Cut

(with and without 55 55 55 55

leave trees)

(EA/RH/NFH)

Shelterwood

Establishment Cut

(with or without 121.60 121.60

leave trees)

(EA/RH/NFH)

Stand Clearcut

(EA/RH/FH) 137.57 137.57

DUMMY SALE

FOR KV/BD 135.82 | 47.85 | 1505.24 | 2612.12 | 372.99 4674.02

Broadcast Burning

(covers a majority of 43.42 333.62 | 372.99 750.03

the unit)

Plant Trees 135.82 | 47.85 | 1372.32 | 1933.75 3489.74

Precommercial Thin 89.50 344.75 434.25

GREENWALL

AREA 8.86 8.86

Stand Clearcut

(EA/RH/FH) 8.86 8.86

HAYSFORK

CREEK 98.46 98.46

Plant Trees 49.23 49.23

Stand Clearcut

(EA/RH/FH) 49.23 49.23

KAY CEDAR 40.58 40.58

Commercial Thin 29.23 29.23
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Sale 1930- | 1950- | 1960- 1970- 1980- 1990- | 2000- | 2010- Grand
Name 1939 | 1959 1969 1979 1989 1999 2009 | Present Total

Shelterwood

Establishment Cut

(with or without 11.35 11.35

leave trees)

(EA/RH/NFH)

KAY CREEK 250.95 | 1178.63 1429.58

Broadcast Burning

(covers a majority of 202.50 202.50

the unit)

Plant Trees 630.87 630.87

Shelterwood Staged

Removal Cut 26.48 26.48

(EA/NRH/NFH)

Stand Clearcut

(EA/RH/FH) 250.95 | 318.78 569.73

LODGE POINT

STEW 230.24 230.24

Commercial Thin 230.24 230.24

LOOKOUT

BUTTE 837.61 837.61

Broadcast Burning

(covers a majority of 105.94 105.94

the unit)

Commercial Thin 149.36 149.36

Plant Trees 273.95 273.95

Shelterwood

Establishment Cut

(with or without 168.01 168.01

leave trees)

(EA/RH/NFH)

Stand Clearcut

(EA/RH/FH) 140.35 140.35

LOOKOUT TREE 160.60 160.60

Seed-tree Seed Cut

(with and without

leave trees) 160.60 160.69

(EA/RH/NFH)

Lucky 13 18.13 18.13

Salvage Cut

(intermediate 18.13 18.13

treatment, not

regeneration)

MIDDLE FORK 104.38 73.87 178.25

Liberation Cut 73.87 73.87

Plant Trees 73.87 73.87

Precommercial Thin 30.51 30.51

MIDDLE FORK

CLEAR CREEK 526.75 | 281.31 808.06

Broadcast Burning

(covers a majority of 109.09 109.09

the unit)

Commercial Thin 129.09 34.86 163.95
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Sale
Name

1930-
1939

1950-
1959

1960-
1969

1970-
1979

1980-
1989

1990-
1999

2000-
2009

2010-
Present

Grand
Total

Overstory Removal
Cut (from advanced
regeneration)
(EA/RH/FH)

33.11

33.11

Patch Clearcut
(EA/RH/FH)

16.29

16.29

Plant Trees

98.15

98.15

Precommercial Thin

18.82

18.82

Seed-tree Seed Cut
(with and without
leave trees)
(EA/RH/NFH)

7.88

11.20

19.08

Shelterwood
Establishment Cut
(with or without
leave trees)
(EA/RH/NFH)

141.46

141.46

Shelterwood
Preparatory Cut
(EA/NRH/NFH)

94.28

9.19

103.47

Stand Clearcut
(EA/RH/FH)

104.64

104.64

MULE CORRAL

81.79

81.79

Shelterwood
Establishment Cut
(with or without
leave trees)
(EA/RH/NFH)

69.92

69.92

Shelterwood Staged
Removal
(EA/NRH/NFH)

12.17

12.17

NORTH FORK
CEDAR

36.36

171.96

25.67

233.99

Broadcast Burning
(covers a majority of
the unit)

81.56

81.56

Plant Trees

45.20

45.20

Precommercial Thin

25.67

25.67

Stand Clearcut
(EA/RH/FH)

36.36

45.20

81.56

NUMBER ONE
SALE

63.60

63.60

Stand Clearcut
(EA/RH/FH)

63.60

63.60

OLD TAHOE
CABIN

31.36

31.36

Salvage Cut

(intermediate
treatment, not
regeneration)

31.36

31.36
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Sale 1930- | 1950- | 1960- 1970- 1980- 1990- | 2000- 2010- Grand
Name 1939 1959 1969 1979 1989 1999 2009 | Present Total

OLD UPPER

SWIETWATER 81.08 12.66 93.74

Broadcast Burning

(covers a majority of 12.66 12.66

the unit)

Plant Trees 34.21 34.21

Precommercial Thin 12.66 12.66

Stand Clearcut

(EA/RH/FH) 34.21 34.21

PINE KNOB

FORKS 575.65 59.59 635.24

Broadcast Burning

(covers a majority of 199.81 199.81

the unit)

Patch Clearcut

(EA/RH/FH) 17.83 17.83

Plant Trees 129.75 59.59 189.34

Shelterwood

Establishment Cut

(with or without 46.28 46.28

leave trees)

(EA/RH/NFH)

Stand Clearcut

(EA/RH/FH) 181.98 181.98

PINE KNOB

SALE 179.34 179.34

Plant Trees 89.67 89.67

Seed-tree Seed Cut

(with and without 29.96 29.96

leave trees)

(EA/RH/NFH)

Stand Clearcut

(EA/RH/FH) 59.71 59.71

PINE KNOB

SLOPE 55.12 10.96 66.08

Plant Trees 10.96 10.96

Salvage Cut

(intermediate 4416 44.16

treatment, not

regeneration)

Seed-tree Seed Cut

(with and without 10.96 10.96

leave trees)

(EA/RH/NFH)

POTATO HILL 142.62 142.62

Stand Clearcut

(EA/RH/FH) 142.62 142.62

Robinette Sale 51.98 51.98




Clear Creek Integrated Restoration Project

Appendix |

Unit Summary

Sale 1930- | 1950- | 1960- 1970- 1980- 1990- | 2000- 2010- Grand
Name 1939 1959 1969 1979 1989 1999 2009 | Present Total
Shelterwood
Establishment (with
or without leave 25.99 25.99
trees)
(EA/RH/NFH)
Stand Clearcut
(EA/RH/FH) 25.99 25.99
SALE14 203.30 203.30
Plant Trees 101.65 101.65
Stand Clearcut
(EA/RH/FH) 101.65 101.65
SECTION 29
SALE 72.36 72.36
Plant Trees 36.18 36.18
Stand Clearcut
(EA/RH/FH) 36.18 36.18
SOLO CREEK 864.32 864.32
Broadcast Burning
(covers a majority of 30.95 30.95
the unit)
Plant Trees 308.38 308.38
Single-tree Selection
Cut (UA/RH/FH) 81.55 81.55
Stand Clearcut
(EA/RH/FH) 443.44 443.44
SWAMP CREEK 78.99 78.99
Stand Clearcut
(EA/RH/FH) 78.99 78.99
SWIFTWATER
MILL SITE 101.58 50.79 152.37
Plant Trees 50.79 50.79
Precommercial Thin 50.79 50.79
Stand Clearcut
(EA/RH/FH) 50.79 50.79
TAHOE
BLOWDOWN 109.18 109.18
Patch Clearcut
(EA/RH/FH) 7.49 7.49
Salvage Cut
(intermediate 101.69 101.69
treatment, not
regeneration)
TAHOE RIDGE 403.75 403.75
Broadcast Burning
(covers a majority of 99.48 99.48
the unit)
Plant Trees 65.01 65.01
Seed-tree Seed Cut
(with and without 34.47 3447
leave trees)
(EA/RH/NFH)
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Clear Creek Integrated Restoration Project Unit Summary
Sale 1930- | 1950- | 1960- | 1970- | 1980- | 1990- | 2000- | 2010- Grand
Name 1939 | 1959 1969 1979 1989 1999 2009 | Present Total

Stand Clearcut

(EA/RH/FH) 204.79 204.79

TAHOE

SALVAGE 11.93 128.49 140.42

Salvage Cut

(intermediate 11.93 | 128.49 140.42

treatment, not

regeneration)

TWIN MOOSE

SALVAGE 104.66 104.66

Salvage Cut

(intermediate 59.86 59.86

treatment, not

regeneration)

Stand Clearcut

(EA/RH/FH) 44.80 44.80

UPPER BROWN

SPRINGS 270.85 | 979.02 1249.87

Broadcast Burning

(covers a majority of 285.20 285.20

the unit)

Plant Trees 480.12 480.12

Seed-tree Seed Cut

(with and without 158,54 | 126.06 284.60

leave trees)

(EA/RH/NFH)

Stand Clearcut

(EA/RH/FH) 112.31 | 87.64 199.95

UPPER PINE

KNOB 166.97 166.97

Seed-tree Seed Cut

(with and without 166.97 166.97

leave trees)

(EA/RH/NFH)

WAY TRAIL 107.27 107.27

Stand Clearcut

(EA/RH/FH) 107.27 107.27

WEST LODGE 869.52 | 37.69 907.21

Broadcast Burning

(covers a majority of 250.47 250.47

the unit)

Patch Clearcut

(EA/RH/FH) 4.81 4.81

Plant Trees 156.29 | 37.69 193.98

Stand Clearcut

(EA/RH/FH) 458.45 458.45

135.82 | 554.11 | 2212.83 | 1497.92 | 1199.83 | 286.40 1071.31 | 6948.22

Broadcast Burning

(covers a majority of 831.66 55.55 887.21

the unit)

Plant Trees 73.02 | 31451 | 543.82 | 185.34 1116.69

Precommercial Thin 246.94 | 114.26 | 188.37 1052.42 | 1601.99




Clear Creek Integrated Restoration Project

Appendix |

Unit Summary

Sale 1930- | 1950- | 1960- | 1970- | 1980- | 1990- | 2000- | 2010- Grand
Name 1939 | 1959 1969 1979 1989 1999 2009 | Present Total
Prune 42.48 18.89 61.37
Salvage Cut
(intermediate 3136 | 11554 | 16.16 163.06
treatment, not
regeneration)
Seed-tree Final Cut
(EA/NRH/FH) 73.29 73.29
Seed-tree Seed Cut
(with and without 36.07 36.07
leave trees)
(EA/RH/NFH)
Shelterwood
Preparatory cut 16.16 52.41 68.58
(EA/NRH/NFH)
Shelterwood Staged
Removal cut 52.23 52.23
(EA/NRH/NFH)
Single-tree Selection
Cut (UA/RH/FH) 21.32 21.32
Stand Clearcut
(Ea/RH/FH) 135.82 | 464.93 | 1830.89 | 444.78 2876.42
GRAND TOTAL 271.64 | 638.32 | 7049.26 | 9677.69 | 5545.87 | 6051.79 | 118.78 | 1375.42 | 30728.77

*Abbreviations: 2A = Two Ages; EA = Even Age; FH = Final Harvest; NFH = Not Final Harvest; NRH = Not Regeneration Harvest; NRN = No
Regeneration Need; RH = Regeneration Harvest; RN = Reforestation Need Created; US=Uneven Age.







Appendix J
Watershed Upward Trend






Appendix J
Clear Creek Integrated Restoration Project Upward Trend

Appendix J--Upward Trend Evaluation

The analysis of expected trend in aquatic conditions is an important component of the aquatic
and watershed assessments. Nez Perce Forest Plan Appendix A addresses trends in below
objective watersheds with upward trend direction. Upward trend means that stream conditions
determined through analysis to be below the Forest Plan objective will move toward the
objective over time. The Forest Plan did not specifically intend that the improving trend be in
place prior to initiation of new activities (Conroy and Thompson 2011). Only streams that do not
meet Forest Plan objectives require an upward trend analysis. The following evaluation includes
upward trend assessments for Pine Knob Creek, Middle Fork Clear Creek, and Clear Creek
prescription watersheds. A relative cumulative upward trend analysis, although not required by
the Forest Plan, was also completed for all Forest managed lands in the Clear Creek watershed
for the purpose of consultation. Additional information regarding restoration projects in the
remaining prescription watersheds that do meet their water quality objectives is also included.

Upward trend guidance is outlined in the “Implementation Guide to Appendix A of the Nez
Perce Forest Plan” (Conroy and Thompson 2011). To assess the expected trend in aquatic
conditions a variety of information and tools are used to arrive at a professional conclusion.
These tools include the NEZSED and FISHSED, and ECA models that focus on sediment and
water yields. Information used includes the landscape setting and channel characteristics, project
proposals, existing pre-project trends, other activities within the watershed, and qualitative
assessment of the effect pathways between management activities and resulting aquatic
conditions. Effects analyses for all proposed actions associated with the Clear Creek Integrated
Restoration Project can be found in the Aquatics and Watershed sections of the FEIS.

The Clear Creek Integrated Restoration project proposes a variety of watershed improvement
projects to improve watershed health and function and help to achieve upward trend. The project
includes: decommissioning of 13.2 miles of system road, including the removal of 8 stream
crossings and approximately 3 miles of non-system road (estimated amount that would be
ancillary of system roads and would be identified during system road decommissioning surveys);
road reconditioning along portions of 49 miles of system road; and road reconstruction along
segments of 120 miles of system road, including replacement of 69 culverts on live streams with
culverts sized for a 100 year flow event.

Watershed improvement needs were identified during the pre-NEPA stage of this EIS. Some of
the concerns were addressed through projects that were completed under separate decision
documents and were incorporated into the existing condition of this EIS or the cumulative effects
analyses as a future project. Although assessed during the same pre-NEPA assessment as this
EIS, it was determined that implementing these projects through separate NEPA and prior to the
completion of this EIS would accelerate watershed recovery. The associated projects are
described below and cumulatively summarized by project type in Table 1.

South Fork/West Fork Clear Creek Road Decommissioning Project EA, 2011

Decommissioning of approximately 10 miles of system road and 73 miles of non-system road,
includes removal of 21 stream crossings. No fish bearing streams were involved.
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Clear Creek Culvert Replacements CE, 2011

Culvert removal/replacement of 11 culverts — 9 culverts on fish bearing streams were replaced
with culverts that are at or wider than bankfull width to allow for stream bank development
within the structure; 1 culvert on a non-fish bearing stream were replaced to accommodate a
minimum 100-year stream flow event; and 1 culvert was removed. This project opened 1 mile of
previously inaccessible habitat to native fish species.

Browns Spring Culvert Replacements and Road Improvement Project Letter to File, 2012

Road improvement on 1.7 miles of Road 1124 and 1.3 miles of Road 1129. Replacement of two
culverts on the 286 road.

Road 286N Road Maintenance Project Letter to File, 2013

Reconstruction of 0.6 miles of Road 286N, including one culvert replacements.

Road 650 Road Maintenance Project Letter to File, 2013

Approximately 15.5 miles of road improvement, including replacement of 35 non-water cross
drain culverts. A total of 10.5 miles was conducted by the Forest Service and 5.0 miles were

completed by Idaho County.

Clear Ridge Non-System Road Decommissioning Project CE, 2015

Proposed project to decommission approximately 65 miles of non-system road, including
removal of 15 stream crossings.

Table J-1. Summary Of Watershed Improvement Projects Proposed And Implemented In The
Clear Creek Watershed 2011-2015

Activity

Quantity

Description

System Road
Decommissioning

23miles

Road decommissioning practices vary depending on the potential of landslides
and other erosion conditions associated with the road, the land type the road is
on, and its proximity to fish bearing streams. While some roads can be
abandoned, most roads require full decompaction and slope recontouring.
Generally, abandoned roads have no stream crossings, are well vegetated, are
resistant to surface erosion, and are not prone to mass failure.

Non-system Road
Decommissioning

141 miles

Non-system roads are old skid trails, jammer roads, or temporary roads used for
past harvest activities. Soil would be decompacted and roads would be fully
recontoured.

Road Recondition

49 miles

Portions of the total length would be treated as needed. Consists of standard
maintenance, such as road blading, brushing, cleaning of culverts, removal of
small cutslope failures, application of rock in wet spots and removal of
obstructions such as trees, rocks, etc.

Road
Reconstruction

124 miles

Portions of the total length would be treated as needed. Includes spot aggregate
placement, blading, brushing and removal of obstructions, reshaping of drainage
dips and road bed, and replacement or addition of cross drain and live water
culverts.

Culvert
Replacements

113

On fish bearing streams, pipes are replaced with larger culverts that provide for
all aquatic organism passage. They are wider than bankfull width and are open
bottom arches or circular pipes with substrate added for stream simulation. On
non-fish bearing streams, culverts are sized to accommodate a minimum 100-

J-2




Appendix J
Clear Creek Integrated Restoration Project Upward Trend

Activity Quantity Description

year stream flow event.

Culverts are removed, stream banks are sloped back, and stream channels are

Culvert Removal 45
restored.

Vegetation management activities and temporary road construction proposed in the Clear Creek
Integrated Management Project with the potential to increase erosion/sediment delivery or
increase water yield are displayed in the table below.

Table J-2. Vegetation Management And Temporary Road Construction Activities

Alt. B Alt. C Alt. D
Activity acres acres acres
Regeneration Harvest 2,609 4,156 2,178
Commercial Thinning 5,606 4,220 5,141
Improvement Harvest 331 331 211
Prescribed Burning 1,371 1,371 1,371
Temporary Road 110 110 53
Construction (36.3 miles) (36.3 miles) (17.5 miles)

Clear Creek Watershed Upward Trend Assessment

The following is a summary of the overall aquatic conditions in the Clear Creek watershed,
potential trends to aquatic habitats and the processes that affect them, and the potential effects of
the Clear Creek Integrated Restoration Project may have on those trends.

Current Condition Summary

The upper two-thirds (43,700 acres) of the Clear Creek watershed is managed by the Forest
Service and the lower third by state/private landowners. There are a minimum of 250 miles of
streams on Forest Service lands and 17 miles on state/private. Roughly 65 miles are considered
fish bearing on Forest Service lands and 15 miles occur on state/private. Streams throughout
Clear Creek are important for chinook salmon, and steelhead and westslope cutthroat trout as
well as other non-game aquatic species. There are about 23 miles of suitable chinook habitat
(primarily on the mainstem), 45 miles of steelhead habitat, and 80 miles usable by cutthroat
trout.

Stream temperatures on Forest Service lands are considered within optimal ranges for juvenile
salmon and steelhead, and cutthroat trout rearing. Temperatures on the mainstem below the
Forest boundary are less than suitable for salmon and trout during the months of July, August,
and early September but are suitable for the remainder of the year. The probability of finding
bull trout is very low (range 9-14%) due to warmer than preferred stream temperatures
throughout the watershed (Isaac, 2014). There is currently no trend data available for fish species
in the watershed but based on recent observations in 2010 through 2012, fish are well distributed
throughout the watershed.
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Stream substrates throughout the drainage vary from sand in the low gradient channels to
boulders, rubble and gravel in the remaining channels. Cobbles and larger substrates dominate
the streams in general. Sediment levels, using cobble embeddedness as the indicator, showed the
upper Clear Creek mainstem below Pine Knob Creek at 38% in 2012. Data collected in 1988
also showed 38% embeddedness however it is not clear where the embeddedness measures were
taken in 1988 or whether they were averaged across the survey. The two datasets therefore
cannot be directly compared. The desired level (DFC) for cobble embeddedness is 20% or less
(USDA, 1992) therefore existing conditions remain above desired conditions. Sediment levels
that exceed desired conditions have likely affected the quality and quantity of habitat available
for native fish species. Sediment levels based on percent surface fines were measured in 2010
during PIBO monitoring efforts. This measurement is designed to rate sediment conditions in
spawning areas but does not include measurements or consideration of conditions in rearing
habitat. Surface fines were 9% at the Forest boundary which is considered to be in good
condition by the NOAA matrix (1998).

Shallow water depths and lack of pool habitat were noted as issues affecting fish production in
the middle and upper reaches of Clear Creek (USFS, survey data 1988). Aquatic habitat surveys
conducted in 1993 also noted the same sediment, wood, and pool limitations. Low wood levels
are considered to primarily be a result of large wildlfires that occurred over 45% of the area in
the early 1900s. Stream bank stability was noted as good to excellent throughout the drainage in
1988, 1993, 2007 and 2010 surveys due to the presence of dense streamside vegetation and large
substrate (cobble, rubble, boulders) which armor the banks against the erosive power of the
streams. Bank stability remained in good to excellent condition based on 2010-2012 field
observations.

Regeneration timber harvest activities have occurred on approximately 22% of Forest Service
managed lands since the 1930s with an associated 190 miles of road building. The current ECA
associated with management activities both on federal and private/state lands is 4%, or a good
condition based on the NOAA Matrix table (1998).An assessment of aerial photos shows that no-
harvest buffers were retained since the 1960s on all but about 8% (700 acres) of the units. Of the
remaining 92%, buffers were a minimum of 50 to 100’wide. Since PACFISH was adopted a total
of 440 acres of regeneration harvest has occurred with appropriate sized buffers retained.
Streamside buffers protect aquatic habitats by limiting sediment input and providing for shade
and future woody material important for aquatic habitat development.

A review of vegetative successional stages within PACFISH RHCAs indicates that 9% are early
successional (< 40 years old), 34% are mid-seral (41-100 years), 57% older than 100 years. The
majority of mid-seral forest is located in the South Fork, lower Hoodoo and lower West Fork
Clear Creeks, and is a result of the 1931 wildfire. Successional stage information combined with
field reviews of the streams from 2010-2012 indicates that RHCAs are well vegetated and only
minimally (9%) affected by previous timber harvest activities.

There are 190 miles of Forest system roads within the project area with most occurring along or
near ridgetops with mostly small headwater stream crossings. There are 147 miles (77%) of
graveled and 43 miles (23%) of native surfaced road. Placing gravel on roads has been shown to
reduce sediment runoff from the road surface (Meehan 1991). Burroughs and King (1985) also
conducted a study on the Nez Perce Forest using simulated rainfall to generate runoff and
sediment yield from forest roads, ditchlines, and fill slopes. The reduction in sediment
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production by graveling the road was 79% with reductions lasting several years depending on the
level of road use. They also found that where dense grass cover was present on the fill slopes of
the road, sediment yield was reduced by 99%. The cut and fill slopes of roads within the Clear
Creek project area are densely vegetated with grasses, shrubs, and trees. The majority of
ditchlines also contain grasses, which can trap sediment. These conditions, along with the
perpendicular stream/road crossings mentioned previously, help to minimize the risk of roads
contributing large amounts of sediment to streams.

The US Forest Service, BLM, USFWS, and NOAA (NOAA 1998) have determined that
watershed conditions can be rated “good” when streamside road densities are <1 mile per square
mile (mi/mi2), “moderate” at 1-2 mi/mi2, or “poor” at >2 mi/mi2. A total of 20 miles of NFS
system roads exist within PACFISH buffers, contributing to an overall RHCA road density of 1.2
mi/mi2. RHCA roads are currently in a moderate condition. The majority of Forest roads in
Clear Creek have been constructed perpendicular to streams in headwater areas where stream
size is relatively small. This design limits the negative effects from roads on streams by
minimizing the interaction and connectivity between the two. Some sediment contribution is
occurring because roadside ditches have been constructed to drain into live streams however the
amount is not known. Roughly 75% of RHCA road miles are graveled which helps to reduce the
contribution of sediment to streams from roads.

Roads on landslide prone landscapes have the potential to fail and contribute large quantities of
sediment to streams. These roads may remain unstable over time and may contribute to chronic
sediment erosion if not stabilized. Watersheds are in a high condition when landslide prone road
densities are <1 mi/mi2 (NOAA, 1998). Landslide prone road densities are <1 mi/mi2 and in a
high (good) condition on federal lands. Only one road-related landslide was observed during the
road surveys. The majority of roads in Clear Creek occur on stable ridgetops with minimal risk
of failure.

The Watershed Condition Framework (USDA 2011) was used to assess watershed condition
based on a variety of factors including forest health, soil, water, and roads. Watershed ratings
reflect the level of watershed health or integrity. A watershed in good condition is one that is
functioning in a manner similar to natural wildland conditions. The South Fork Clear Creek was
rated as having high integrity or functionality. The Upper and Lower Clear Creek subwatersheds
received moderate ratings and have been targeted for integrated restoration efforts through the
road-related projects previously mentioned in combination with the Clear Creek Integrated
Restoration Project. The road projects focused on the most direct long term benefits to water
quality and aquatic habitats while the Clear Creek IR project focuses on forest health and
diversity. The road-related projects were designed to achieve a continued long term upward
trend throughout the Clear Creek drainage.

Evaluations conducted during the previous Forest Plan Revision efforts in 2006 showed that the

South Fork, Upper and Lower Clear Creek subwatersheds were not meeting water quality or fish
habitat desired conditions. The subwatersheds were rated as a High Priority for Restoration with
the number of roads being the primary limiting factor to improved aquatic habitat conditions.

Proposed Activity Effects to Streams

The trend assessment used a variety of quantitative and qualitative data sources. Project activities
and their expected influence on aquatic conditions are summarized in Table 3 and narratives
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below. The information when considered collectively helps to assess the expected influence of
the alternatives on the aquatic conditions in the Clear Creek watershed as a whole. It does not
represent an assessment of cumulative effects, or expected trend within specific subwatersheds.
This assessment assumes that Alternative A is the existing condition prior to implementation of
the associated watershed improvement projects. It is used to demonstrate that as a whole, the
Clear Creek Integrated Restoration project, with associated previously NEPA cleared watershed
improvement projects, are providing for improving trends in watershed condition in the long
term. Various activities are considered with respect to the variety of aquatic processes that they
potentially affect. The contribution to the overall aquatic condition is estimated in terms of
positive influence (denoted by “+) where the activity is expected to contribute to an
improvement in condition, and a negative influence (denoted by “-*) where the activity is
expected to contribute to degradation in aquatic condition. The amount of influence a specific
activity is expected to have on the overall aquatic condition (either positive or negative) is
represented by a ranking of high (H), moderate (M), or low (L). Activities rated “High” are
those that are expected to have a significant effect at the watershed scale (considering both scope
and magnitude). Those rated as “Moderate” are those activities that are expected to have a
significant local effect (i.e. at the subwatershed scale), but not result in a significant effect at the
watershed scale. Those activities rated “Low” are expected to have only a negligible effect both
at the subwatershed and watershed scale.

All of the processes potentially affected by an activity are listed in Table 3. No ranking, or areas
left blank, represent no expected influence on this process or resulting aquatic conditions from
this project. The expected contribution of a specific activity on aquatic condition is considered
both in terms of short-term and long-term. Short-term influence is judged to be the immediate
results of implementing the activity, generally expected to be around a 5-year timeframe. Long-
term influence is judged to be the influence the activity will have on aquatic condition as a result
of changes in processes and resource conditions that will over time result in changes in aquatic
habitat condition. The timeframe for this influence is greater than 5 years.

Each of the processes and indicators in the trend analysis table functions in different time frames.
For example, the effectiveness of culverts replacements at improving accessibility or fish habitat
is almost immediate. At the other extreme is the effectiveness of stream side road
decommissioning at providing shade and bank stability, which can take decades to achieve full
potential. Between these two poles are processes such as sediment yield increases or decreases,
the effects of which can range from immediate to many years, depending on the specific pathway
affected. Similarly, the effects to substrate sediment can be relatively fast in terms of deposition,
but can range widely in subsequent entrainment and transport.
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Table J-3. Upward Trend Indicators And Ratings For Clear Creek*

EIE|E|E|E|E
2| g|2|g|2|g
5| 2/5|2|8|2
< o I= o S o
.. Nn|la|lun|la|lun|a
Process Characteristic <|lm|m|o|O|ao]|o
Action Affected Indicator Z Z |2 2555
Surface erosion  |Pulse & Chronic Sediment| |-M -M -M
\egetation Mass failure risk  |Pulse sediment
Treatments Infiltration, runoff Hydrologic process -M|-L -M|-L |-M |-L
Solar heating Riparian shade
Surface erosion  |Pulse & Chronic Sediment| |-L -L -L
Temporary Road Construction Mass failure risk |Pulse sediment
porary Infiltration, runoff |Hydrologic process -L -L -L
Riparian shade Riparian condition
Surface erosion  |Pulse & Chronic Sediment|-M|-M [+M|-M +M|-M +M
Road Improvement Mass failure risk |Pulse sediment
P Infiltration, runoff |Hydrologic process -L [+L +L +L [+L #L +L
Fish Passage Habitat availability
Surface erosion  [Pulse & Chronic Sediment|-L |-L |+L |-L |+L |-L [+L
Road - - -
Lo Mass failure risk |Pulse sediment
Decommissioning — -
Infiltration, runoff |Hydrologic process -L |+L |+L |+L |+L |+L +L
Surface erosion  [Pulse & Chronic Sediment|-L |-M [+L |-M |+L |-M [+L
L Mass failure risk |Pulse sediment
RHCA Road Decommissioning Infiltration, runoff |Hydrologic process -L |+L |+L |+L |+L |+L |+L
Riparian Shade  |Riparian condition -L +L +L +L
Surface erosion  [Pulse & Chronic Sediment|-L |-M |+L |-M |+L |-M |+L
Non-Svstem Road Decommissionin Mass failure risk |Pulse sediment
y glnfiltration, runoff [Hydrologic process -L |+L |+L |+L |+L |+L |+L
Riparian Shade  |Riparian condition -L +L +L +L
Surface erosion  |Pulse & Chronic Sediment-L |-M |+L |-M |+L |-M +L
. Mass failure risk |Pulse sediment -M[+L [+M[+L [+M[+L +M
Stream Crossing Improvement — -
Infiltration, runoff |Hydrologic process
Fish Passage Habitat availability +M{+M+M+M[+M+M

*The above ratings by activity can be summarized by the effect pathways by assigning a value to the Low, Moderate, and High ranking (L=1,

M=2, H=3). Table 4 below summarizes the alternatives by the effect pathway and for the alternative in general. It provides and overall total score

for each of the processes affected both in the short and long term.
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Table J-4. Summary Of Upward Trend Indicators And Ratings For Clear Creek

Characteristic
Action Process Affected Indicator
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment
Mass failure risk Pulse sediment -
Summary |Infiltration, runoff Hydrologic process -4
Riparian Shade Riparian Condition -2
Fish Passage Habitat availability -2

Total -16

Alt A

&
N |© = = | JAIE D Short term
N [N [N (o JAIt D Long term

N

N O = = AL B Short term
N (N[N (o JAIt B Long term
N O = = S JAIE C Short term
N (N[N (o JAlt C Long term

'
(oe]
[EEN
o1
1
[ee]
[
(S}
]
(0]
[EEN
o1

The above table of indicators of aquatic trend is a tool that is used in reaching a conclusion about
what the expected trends from this project are expected to be in the Clear Creek watershed. This
table illustrates the general relationships between project activities and expected consequences
in aquatic conditions. At the watershed scale, the three action alternatives would essentially
produce the same Upward Trend conclusions.

The expected short-term consequences of the Clear Creek Integrated Restoration project on
aquatic condition in the Clear Creek watershed is principally related to the surface erosion
process and sediment conditions. The other short-term negative consequences of the project on
aquatic conditions were related to the hydrologic processes of runoff and infiltration from
temporary road construction and harvest. All of the activities are expected to have a negative
effect on aquatic condition in the short term based on sediment yields as modeled in NEZSED.
The Nez Perce Forest Plan requires the use of the NEZSED model. Results from NEZSED
indicate sediment yield increases at the Forest boundary t017% as a result of project activities.
This is well below the Forest Plan standard of 30%. Results from NEZSED are entered into the
FISHSED model to determine potential changes in fish habitat carrying capacity based on
modeled changes to cobble embeddedness. FISHSED predicted a 0-3% change in cobble
embeddedness in both summer/winter rearing capacity for juvenile steelhead trout rearing for the
action alternatives. FISHSED is used to assess the effects of changes in habitat quality when
cobble embeddedness changes are greater than 10% (Stowell et al. 1983). FISHSED predicted
changes for the proposed actions are less than 10% therefore no substantial changes in cobble
embeddedness and summer/winter habitat rearing capacity are expected based on this modeling.
ECAs in Clear Creek would range from 11% to 13% depending on the alternative. All
alternatives remain in the good Matrix category (<15%) therefore no stream channel alteration
from increased water yield is expected from the Clear Creek project.

The expected short-term positive consequences of the project on aquatic conditions in the Clear
Creek watershed are associated with restoration projects where an immediate improvement in
condition results from project implementation. The greatest benefit in this category is associated
with the increased habitat availability that immediately results from stream crossing
improvements where fish passage is improved. Road decommissioning, road improvements, and
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stream crossing improvements result in some minor immediate enhancements, principally
related to hydrologic process and the lowered risk for large amounts of sediment introduction.
The reduced risk is associated with increased flow capacity at upgraded pipes and culvert
removal sites.

The expected long-term consequences of the project on aquatic condition in the Clear Creek
watershed are all considered positive, with the exception of some continued minor negative
effects on the hydrologic process associated with vegetation openings from regeneration harvest.
All of the watershed improvement projects are expected to have positive long-term
consequences on the aquatic conditions in the watershed. The greatest effect from these
activities is associated with the increased habitat availability from fish passage improvements,
the long term reduced risk of future crossing failures associated with the crossing improvements,
and the road improvement projects which reduce hydrologic connectivity between roads and
streams through the addition of cross drain culverts.

The conclusions regarding aquatic trend display the consequence of subtle balances between the
short-term impacts and long-term improvements. A relatively modest shift in those balances
could result in a different set of conclusions regarding aquatic trends. The trend conclusions
must also be tempered  with knowledge of the inherently variable conditions within the
watershed and the unpredictability of weather and natural disturbance events. Future trend will
likely be very much influenced by future management activities and natural events.

Forest Plan Prescription Watershed Upward Trend Assessments

The following tables display the vegetation treatment, temporary road construction, and
watershed improvement activities by prescription watershed for all actions associated with and
including the Clear Creek Integrated Restoration project. The associated decision documents
through which actions were proposed or decisions made are indicated by the numbers below and
are later referred to in the summary tables for each of the prescription watersheds:

lSouth Fork/West Fork Clear Creek Road Decommissioning Project EA,
2011

2Clear Creek Culvert Replacements CE, 2011

3Browns Spring Culvert Replacements and Roads 1124 and 1129
Improvement Project Letter to File, 2012

4Road 286N Road Maintenance Project Letter to File, 2013

5Road 650 Road Maintenance Project Letter to File, 2013

6Clear Creek Integrated Restoration Project EIS, 2015

7Clear Ridge Non-System Road Decommissioning Project CE, 2015.

An Upward Trend assessment was conducted for each of the Forest Plan Prescription
watersheds.  Alternative A (existing condition) was compared to Alternative C (maximum
alternative) for the short term (0-5 years) and long term (>5 years). This assessment assumes
that Alternative A is the existing condition prior to implementation of the associated watershed
improvement projects. It is used to demonstrate that as a whole, the Clear Creek Integrated
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Restoration project, with associated previously NEPA cleared watershed improvement projects,
are providing for improving trends in watershed condition in the long term. Activities were given
a rating based on the indicators shown in Table 5. Number ranges for each of the ratings were
based on the relative impact at the Prescription watershed scale. The Upward Trend
determination was calculated by assigning a value to the Low, Moderate, and High ranking (L=1,
M=2, H=3) and then summarized.

Table J-5. Rating Indicators

Proposed
Type of Action Activities High Rating Moderate Rating Low Rating
Total Harvest and >40% of watershed | 15-40% of watershed | <15% of watershed
Vegetation Burning acres acres acres
Treatments . >25% of watershed | 10-25% of watershed | <10% of watershed
Regeneration Harvest
acres acres acres
Road Temporary Road >5% of watershed 2-5% of watershed <2% of watershed
Construction Construction acres acres acres
Road Road Reconstruction >75% of total roads | 50-75% of total roads | <50% of total roads
Improvements Road Reconditioning | >25% of total roads | 15-25% of total roads | <15% of total roads
System R.an >50% reduction 25-50% reduction <25% reduction
Decommissioning
Road RHCA Road >50% reduction 25-50% reduction <25% reduction

Decommissioning

Decommissioning

Non-System Road

T >40 miles 20-40 miles <20 miles
Decommissioning
Riparian Shade >10 miles RHCA 5-10 miles RHCA <5 miles RHCA
. Stream Crossing 520 10-20 <10
Fish Passage Improvements
Fish Passage Culverts >3 2-3 <2

Pine Knob Prescription Watershed

The 2,622 acre Pine Knob Forest Plan prescription watershed does not meet its water quality
objective of 80% for fishery habitat potential. Cobble embeddedness was measured at 44% in
2012. When assessed against the DFCs (USDA 1992), the watershed currently is at 65% of
habitat potential. It was at 50% of its habitat potential when the Forest Plan was written in 1987.
This would be considered an upward trend based on fishery habitat potential.

There are about 3 miles of fish-bearing and 7 miles of non-fish bearing streams in Pine Knob
Creek. The stream is mostly suitable for steelhead trout and westslope cutthroat trout. The lower
0.5 miles may be used by juvenile chinook salmon for rearing. The substrate is generally too
small for chinook salmon spawning. Steelhead trout and cutthroat have been found in in the

stream during 1984 and 1993 surveys.

Stream temperatures were measured in Pine Knob Creek in the summer of 2011. Stream
temperature conditions based on NOAA matrix ratings were High for steelhead spawning and
rearing (10.7°C and 13.8°C respectively). Cool temperatures are a result of well forest areas
adjacent to streams (see RHCA discussion below). Temperatures were moderate for bull trout
rearing (13.8°C) and low for bull trout spawning/incubation (10.5°C). This is consistent with the
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Climate Shield model results (Isaac, 2014) which showed a zero probability of bull trout
presence based on warmer than preferred temperatures.

Shallow water depths and lack of pool habitat were noted in the 1993 surveys. The low number
of pools and lack of depth is directly related to low wood levels (6 pieces/2100m). Wood is the
primary creator of pool habitats in this stream type. Low wood levels appear to be natural as
streamside buffers of 100’ to 120+’ were retained during previous timber harvest (see
management actions discussion below). FEMAT (1993) showed that the probability that a falling
tree will enter the stream is a function of slope distance from the channel in relation to the tree
height. The analysis showed that 100% of wood delivered to streams comes from within one site
potential tree height of the stream (150 in Clear Creek). Roughly 95% of the wood subsequently
comes from within 120’ therefore wood levels in Pine Knob are considered mostly natural. The
low wood levels may be due to the dominance of western redcedar that dominates the riparian
areas. Redcedar is a long lived species and remains standing for long periods even when dead.
Water depths and pool habitat availability are considered to be trending upward trend since
buffers were retained and would provide both the short and long term wood necessary to create
pools as trees die and fall into the stream. Previously harvested areas that occur within current
PACFISH buffers are forested. Standard PACFISH buffers are expected to be retained during the
next harvest rotation which would maintain the necessary wood component over time, thus
maintaining the upward trend.

Stream bank stability was noted as good to excellent in both the1988 and 1993 surveys. This is
due to the presence of dense streamside vegetation in combination with large substrate (cobble,
rubble, boulders) which armors the banks against the erosive power of the stream. Bank stability
remained in good to excellent condition based on 2010-2012 field observations.

Stream substrate composition in Pine Knob in 1988 was composed of 38% fine material
(sand/silt <6mm), 20% gravel and 42% large material (rubble to boulders). Surveys in 1993
showed a decrease in fine material to 27%, an increase in gravel to 30%, and the same amount of
large substrate at 43%. This would indicate an improving trend in larger substrate size and
decrease in fine substrate. Although there was a decrease in fine material, cobble embeddedness
was measured at 44% in 2012. Embeddedness measured in the same stream reach during 1993
also showed levels of 44%. There was one road related failure that was deposited in Pine Knob
Creek; however it occurred prior to the 1993 survey. No obvious sources of sediment were
observed at road crossings or along roads within the watershed during 2010-2012 field reviews
nor were any other potential management-related sources. As noted by Sylte and Fischenich
(2002) cobble embeddedness exhibits high spatial and temporal variability in both natural and
disturbed streams. Sampling must be intensive within streams or stream reaches to detect
changes. Intensive sampling has not occurred within the drainage so determining a trend for
embeddedness based on two surveys may not be appropriate.

Regeneration timber harvest activities have occurred on 36% of the watershed between the
1960’s and 1988. No regeneration harvest has occurred since then. Commercial thinning
occurred on 11% of the area between the 1970’s and 2005. As a result ECA is currently at 3%, or
a high condition. Streamside buffers were retained on all but 0.5 miles of stream in the upper
portion of the drainage. Where buffers were retained they ranged from 100’ to 150° from the
stream channel. This means that based on FEMAT (1993) 90 to 100% of all wood likely to fall
into the stream was retained during timber harvest. Forested stands within PACFISH buffers are
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aged as follows: 6% are < 40 years old, 19% are between 40 and 100 years and the remaining
75% older than 100 years. No future foreseeable harvest in the RHCAS is expected therefore they
would be considered fully functional given the age classes and minimal disturbance within them.
As a result, they are trending in an upward condition and would continue to provide for shade,
wood, and bank stability in Pine Knob Creek.

There are almost 20 miles of Forest system roads within the watershed with less than 2 miles
occurring within RHCAs. A total of 0.5 miles of the RHCA roads are graveled and opened to
motorized traffic and the remaining are closed. Gravel helps to minimize sediment production
from roads (Swift, 1984: Burroughs and King, 1989) as does minimizing motorized use on roads.
There were no obvious signs of road surface erosion (no rilling or gullying) during culvert
inventories in Pine Knob Creek. Many roads were dominated by a base rock surface topped with
grasses/mosses and small trees growing along their margins. The overall watershed road density
is 4.8 mi/mi2 and the RHCA road density is 2.2 mi/mi2. This is an 11% reduction from densities
in 1995 and is a result of past road decommissioning projects. Prior to 2014, there were 11.5
miles of non-system roads in the prescription watershed. The Clear Ridge project decommissions
all but 0.5 miles resulting in an almost elimination of these roads and the conversion of 44 acres
(4 acres/mile) of road back into productive forested habitats.

There are 9 stream crossings within the watershed with 8 occurring on very small seeps or
streams (18-24"). Two of the crossings were identified as needing cross drain additions and 3
need to be replaced as they are undersized or are in poor condition. Roads are expected to be
contributing very little sediment to streams due to an overall low number of crossings (0.5
culverts/mile of road), well vegetated/rocked road surfaces that showed very little erosion, the
need for cross drains on only 2 small streams, and well vegetated ditchlines which are helping to
filter out sediment to streams. There are no human caused barriers to upstream aquatic organism
migration in the watershed.

Appendix A Guidance (Conroy an Thompson, 2011) states that “...In previously degraded
watersheds, especially those identified as below objective in 1987, if there have been no entries
or natural disturbances over the past 10 to 20 years, it could be assumed that trend is either static
or improving.” A total of 10 acres of commercial thinning occurred in Pine Knob in the last 20
years (2005) and full PACFISH buffers were retained. The lack of recent timber harvest
combined with few stream crossings, mostly closed roads and only one pre-1993 road failure
would indicate that Pine Knob Creek is experiencing an upward trend in aquatic habitat
conditions. The stream has an excellent and fully functioning riparian vegetation component,
stable banks, cool stream temperatures, and increasing amounts of gravel which would allow for
the continued improvement of fish habitat capacity over time.

Proposed Activity Effects to Streams

The expected short-term consequences of the Clear Creek Integrated Restoration project on
aquatic conditions in Pine Knob Creek is principally related to the surface erosion process and
sediment conditions. The other short-term negative consequences of the project on aquatic
conditions were related to the hydrologic processes of runoff and infiltration from temporary
road construction and harvest. All of the activities are expected to have a negative effect on
aquatic condition in the short term based on sediment yields as modeled in NEZSED. Model
results from NEZSED indicate sediment yield increases at the mouth of Pine Knob to 18% as a
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result of project activities. This is well below the Forest Plan standard of 45%. The FISHSED
model was used in conjunction with NEZSED to determine potential changes in fish habitat
carrying capacity as previously discussed. The model predicted a 2% increase in cobble
embeddedness and subsequent decrease in summer/winter rearing capacity for juvenile steelhead
trout rearing for the action alternatives. This is well below the 10% where changes in habitat
quality could occur (Stowell et al. 1983). No substantial changes in cobble embeddedness and
summer/winter habitat rearing capacity are therefore expected based on this modeling and on
local effectiveness monitoring (USDA Forest Service 2009 and 2014). ECAs would increase to
14% under all alternatives and would remain within the High (good) condition class based on the
NOAA matrix (1998) therefore no channel alterations as a result of increased water yield is
expected.

The Clear Creek Project would decommission an additional 1.8 miles of road, 0.1 miles of which
is within RHCAs. This would reduce watershed road densities to 4.3 mi/mi® and RHCA densities
to 2.0 mi/mi?. The result would be a 9% reduction in overall road miles and a 6% reduction in
RHCA road miles. The Clear Creek Project would decommission the remaining 0.5 miles of
non-system road resulting in the watershed and would convert 2 acres of road back into a
forested condition. The Clear Creek Project would reconstruct 8.5 miles of system road (48% of
the roads in the prescription watershed) which would help to reduce sediment delivery by
diverting road ditchline flow away from streams through the addition of cross drain culverts. The
project would also replace the 2 existing undersized culverts with those sized for a 100- year
flow event. Small amounts of sediment delivery would occur as a result of the culvert
replacements and would last up to 2 years. In the long run, the replacements would reduce the
risk of future failure. All 8 crossings in the watershed would be appropriately sized after project
completion. The Project would recondition 5.8 miles of road (69% of the roads). Reconditioning
would apply gravel where needed to minimize the amount of erosion from road surfaces during
log haul operations. The use of dust abatement during log haul would also minimize road surface
erosion and potential input of sediment to streams during harvest operations.

Overall Trend Summary for the Pine Knob Prescription Watershed

The current upward trend for aquatic habitat conditions and fish habitat capacity is expected to
continue in the Pine Knob prescription watershed because of road improvements associated with
the project, the relatively intact RHCAs, the expected minimal effects of modeled sediment to
streams, water yields that would remain below levels where alterations in streams channels could
occur, and the implementation of design features and BMPs which have been shown to be 95-
100% effective (USDA Forest Service, 2009).
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Pine Knob Creek Prescription Watershed Activities

Watershed Area 4.1 sg. miles (2,622 acres) 0.78 RHCA sg. miles
Roads Total Road Roads SF/WF Roads glr(::iL Roads
Road Density 1995 Decomm Total Road Total IR Final Percent
1996-2011 | 2011 Decomm' | 2014 .5 | Total :
Project reduction
miles 22.1 2.5 19.6 0.0 19.6 1.8 17.8 9.2%
road density 5.4 4.8 4.8 4.3
RHCA miles 1.9 0.2 1.7 0.0 1.7 0.1 1.6 5.9%
RHCA road density 2.4 2.2 2.2 2.0
Percent road reduction: 9% total miles; 6% RHCA miles
Culverts Clear Creek All fish bearing pipes AOP;
IR Project® All undersized pipes replaced
replaced 2
removed 0
Road Reconstruction Clear Creek Percent of
IR Project® total miles
Total miles 8.5 48%
miles outside
RHCA 7.4
miles in RHCA 1.1 69%
Road Recondition Clear Creek Percent of
IR Project® total miles
Total miles 5.8 33%
miles outside RHCA 5.8
miles in RHCA 0 0%
Clear
Non-System Road Clear Creek Ridge Non-
o System Total
Decomm IR Project
Road
Decomm’
Total miles 0.5 11 11.5
miles outside RHCA 0.5 9.7 10.2
miles in RHCA 0.0 1.3 1.3

*estimated 25% of proposed system road decommission miles
Other actions proposed in the prescription watershed

Commercial Harvest (acres)

Temporary roads (acres)

Prescribed burning (acres)

Clear Creek IR Project®

731 (28% of watershed)
(Alt. C — max alternative)

110 Regen Harvest - 1
(4% of watershed)

0
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Table J-6. Upward Trend Indicators and Ratings for Pine Knob Creek Forest Plan Prescription Watershed

AltA [AltC |AltC
Characteristic (Existing | Short | Long
Action Process Affected Indicator Cond.) | term | term Explanations
Surface erosion bulse & Chronic Sediment M Expo_sed SQ|I on skid and Iandlpgs - mostly in the form of channelized delivery from ruts
on skid trails - reduced by design measures
Vegetation Mass failure risk bulse sediment No vegetation treatment or skid trail construction would occur on landslide prone or high
Treatments mass wasting areas
Infiltration, runoff Hydrologic process -L -L ICompacted soils and vegetation openings
Solar heating Riparian shade No vegetation treatment would occur in RHCAs
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment n Cha_mnellzed deposn_lon in sys_tem r_oad ditches — redu_ced by design measures and cross
drain culverts diverting material prior to stream crossings.
Temporary Road Mass failure risk Pulse sediment No temp road construction would occur on landslide prone or high mass wasting areas
Construction L . ICompacted soils could limit infiltration and concentrate flow in the short term. Roads
Infiltration, runoff Hydrologic process -L
would be decompacted, recontoured, and revegetated.
Riparian shade Riparian condition No temp road construction in RHCAs
Ditch cleaning, soil disturbance, and logging truck haul could increase sediment delivery
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-M -M +L in the short term. Gravel placement and additional cross drain culverts would reduce
Road Improvement sediment delivery in the long term.
Infiltration, runoff Hydrologic process n L +L Gravel placement and addition of cross drain culverts would slow overland flow and
reduce runoff
Road maintenance on closed roads has the potential for sediment delivery, especially at
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -L +L stream crossings. Potential for increased sediment delivery during road decom activities
Road and until road is revegetated.
Decommissioning ICompacted soils allow for increased overland flow. Once roads are decompacted and
Infiltration, runoff Hydrologic process -L +L +L recontoured infiltration would increase and concentrated overland flow would diminish.
Culverts would be removed.
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -L +L See above under Road Decommissioning
RHCA R_oa(_j . Infiltration, runoff Hydrologic process -L +L +L See above under Road Decommissioning
Decommissioning
Riparian Shade Riparian condition -L +L \Vegetative recovery and tree growth in long term
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -L +L See above under Road Decommissioning
Non-System Road A - L
A Infiltration, runoff Hydrologic process -L +L +L See above under Road Decommissioning
Decommissioning
Riparian Shade Riparian condition -L +L \Vegetative recovery and tree growth in long term
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -L +L Undersized/failing culverts have the potential for chronic sediment delivery or get
. Mass failure risk Pulse sediment L L +L plugged/collapse causing road fill failure. Short term, localized sediment could be
Stream Crossing —— : Jelivered during implementation and until road fill slopes are stabilized and revegetated.
Improvement Infiltration, runoff Hydrologic process Long term culverts would allow for 100 year flows.
Fish Passage Habitat availability Replacing culverts to allow for Aquatic Organism Passage increase available habitat
Summary of Upward Trend Indicators for Pine Knob Creek -13 -6 11 |Positive upward trend in the long term
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Browns Spring Creek Prescription Watershed Activities

Brown Springs Creek meets its Forest Plan water quality objective based on cobble
embeddedness and therefore does not require an upward trend analysis narrative. The following
tables however provide a quick assessment of the trend in the watershed and the effects of the
project on that trend.

Watershed Area 4.8 sg. miles (3,057 acres) 13 RHCA sg. miles
SF/WF Roads | Clear Roads
Road Densit Roads Total | Road Decomm | Roads = | oo Creek IR | Final
y 1995 1996-2011 Total 2011 , | Total A
Decomm™ | 2014 Project Total
miles 23.1 3.3 19.8 0.0 19.8 4.5 15.3
road density 4.8 4.1 4.1 3.2
RHCA miles 3.8 0.3 35 0.0 35 1.7 1.8
RHCA road density 2.9 2.6 2.6 1.4
Percent road reduction: 23% total miles; 49% RHCA miles
Clear Creek . Clear . . .
Browns Spring All fish bearing pipes
Culverts Culvert 3 Creek IR Total _ ;
Replacement52 Project Projecte AOP, All undersized
pipes replaced
replaced 1 (fish) 2 3 6
removed 0 0 5 5

Road Reconstruction

Clear Creek IR

Percent of total

Project® miles

Total miles 9.7 63%
miles outside RHCA 7.8

miles in RHCA 1.9 100%

Road Recondition

Clear Creek IR

Percent of total

Project® miles
Total miles 4.2 28%
miles outside RHCA 4.2
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miles in RHCA 0 0%
Clear Ridge
Non-System Road Clear Creek IR | Non-System Total
Decomm Project®* Road
Decomm’
Total miles 1.1 19.6 20.7
miles outside RHCA 0.7 15.9 16.6
miles in RHCA 0.4 3.7 4.1

*estimated 25% of proposed system road decommission miles

Other actions proposed in the prescription

Commercial Harvest (acres)

Temporary roads (acres)

Prescribed burning (acres)

Clear Creek IR Project®

(Alt. C — max alternative)

1113 (36% of watershed)

290 Regen Harvest -
(9% of watershed)

J-17




Appendix J

Clear Creek Integrated Restoration Project

Upward Trend

Table J-7. Upward Trend Indicators and Ratings for Browns Spring Creek Forest Plan Prescription Watershed

AltA [AltC |AltC
Characteristic (Existing | Short | Long
Action Process Affected Indicator Cond.) | term | term Explanations
Surface erosion bulse & Chronic Sediment M Expo_sed SQ|I on skid and Iandlpgs - mostly in the form of channelized delivery from ruts
on skid trails - reduced by design measures
Vegetation Mass failure risk bulse sediment No vegetation treatment or skid trail construction would occur on landslide prone or high
Treatments mass wasting areas
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -M -L ICompacted soils and vegetation openings
Solar heating Riparian shade No vegetation treatment would occur in RHCAs
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment n Cha_mnellzed deposn_lon in sys_tem r_oad ditches — redu_ced by design measures and cross
drain culverts diverting material prior to stream crossings.
Temporary Road Mass failure risk Pulse sediment No temp road construction would occur on landslide prone or high mass wasting areas
Construction . . ICompacted soils could limit infiltration and concentrate flow in the short term. Roads
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L
would be decompacted, recontoured, and revegetated.
Riparian shade Riparian condition No temp road construction in RHCAs
Ditch cleaning, soil disturbance, and logging truck haul could increase sediment delivery
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-M -M +M in the short term. Gravel placement and additional cross drain culverts would reduce
Road Improvement sediment delivery in the long term.
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process n L +L Gravel placement and addition of cross drain culverts would slow overland flow and
reduce runoff
Minimal road maintenance on closed roads has the potential for sediment delivery,
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -M +M especially at stream crossings. Potential for increased sediment delivery during road
Road decomm activities and until road is revegetated.
Decommissioning ICompacted soils allow for increased overland flow. Once roads are decompacted and
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L +L +L recontoured infiltration would increase and concentrated overland flow would diminish.
Culverts would be removed.
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -M +M See above under Road Decommissioning
RHCA R_oa(_j . Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L +L +L See above under Road Decommissioning
Decommissioning
Riparian Shade Riparian condition -L +L \Vegetative recovery and tree growth in long term
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -M +L See above under Road Decommissioning
Non-System Road A - L
A Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L +L +L See above under Road Decommissioning
Decommissioning
Riparian Shade Riparian condition -L +L \Vegetative recovery and tree growth in long term
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -M +L Undersized/failing culverts have the potential for chronic sediment delivery or get
. Mass failure risk Pulse sediment M L +M plugged/collapse causing road fill failure. Short term, localized sediment could be
Stream Crossing —— : Jelivered during implementation and until road fill slopes are stabilized and revegetated.
Improvement Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process Long term culverts would allow for 100 year flows.
Fish Passage Habitat availability -L +L +L Replacing culverts to allow for Aquatic Organism Passage increase available habitat
Summary of Upward Trend Indicators for Browns Springs Creek -15 -10 +16 |Positive upward trend in the long term

J-18




Appendix J
Clear Creek Integrated Restoration Project Upward Trend

Clear Creek Prescription Watershed

The 7,234 acre Clear Creek Forest Plan prescription watershed does not meet its water quality
objective of 90% for fishery habitat potential. Cobble embeddedness was measured at 38% in
2012 and when assessed against the DFCs (USDA, 1992), the watershed currently is at 75% of
habitat potential. It was at 50% of its habitat potential when the Forest Plan was written in 1987.
This would be considered an upward trend based on fishery habitat potential. This prescription
watershed occurs in its entirety on Forest Service managed lands.

There are about 11 miles of fish-bearing and 17 miles of non-fish bearing streams in Clear
Creek. The stream is suitable for chinook salmon, steelhead trout and westslope cutthroat trout.
All three species have been found in in the stream during 1984 and 1993 surveys.

Stream temperatures were measured in Clear Creek near Pine Knob in the summer of 2011and
2012. Stream temperature conditions based on NOAA matrix ratings were High for steelhead
spawning and rearing (11°C and 13.1°C respectively). Cool temperatures are a result of well
forest areas adjacent to streams (see RHCA discussion below). Temperatures were moderate for
bull trout rearing (13.1°C) and low for bull trout spawning/incubation (10.1°C). This is
consistent with the Climate Shield model results (Isaac, 2014) which showed only a 9%
probability of bull trout presence on 1.6 miles of headwater stream in 1980 and a zero percent
probability in 2040. Temperatures are warmer than preferred for bull trout.

Pool-to-riffle ratios were noted as good (52:48) in the 1988 surveys of the mainstem below the
Middle Fork. Low wood levels were also noted and are a result of the 1931 fire in that area.
Surveys were not conducted in the upper reaches of the watershed. More recent observations
showed well vegetated riparian areas and buffer retention along streams adjacent to harvest units.
Riparian areas, and therefore wood levels, are trending up and would continue over time as intact
riparian areas would provide the necessary wood component to streams over time.

Stream bank stability was noted as good to excellent in the1988 surveys. This is due to the
presence of dense streamside vegetation in combination with large substrate (cobble, rubble,
boulders) which armors the banks against the erosive power of the stream. Bank stability
remained in good to excellent condition based on 2010-2012 field observations which showed
the same heavily vegetated banks and riparian areas as well as a dominance of cobble substrate.

Stream substrate composition in Clear Creek in 1988 was composed of 12% fine material
(sand/silt <6mm), 2% gravel and 86% large material (rubble to boulders). Cobble embeddedness
was 38% in 1988 below the Middle Fork and was 38% near Pine Knob Creek in 2012. No
obvious sources of sediment were observed at road crossings or along roads within the watershed
during 2010-2012 field reviews. As noted by Sylte and Fischenich (2002) cobble embeddedness
exhibits high spatial and temporal variability in both natural and disturbed streams. Sampling
must be intensive within streams or stream reaches to detect changes. Intensive sampling has not
occurred within the drainage and surveys were not conducted in the same location between
years. Determining a trend for embeddedness is therefore not possible given available data.

Regeneration timber harvest activities have occurred on 15% of the watershed between the 1970s
and 1990s. No regeneration harvest has occurred since then. Commercial thinning occurred on
11% of the area between the 1980s and 1990s. As a result ECA is currently at 3%, or a high
condition. Buffers of 150°+ along the mainstem of Clear Creek, and 50+’ on the smaller
tributaries were retained during harvest beginning in the 1970s. Forested stands within what are
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now PACFISH buffers are aged as follows: 13% are < 40 years old, 20% are between 40 and
100 years and the remaining 67% older than 100 years. The middle age classes are partly a result
of a wildfire which occurred in 1931 and burned roughly 23% of the area. The RHCAs therefore
would be considered fully functional given the large percentage of older age classes and minimal
disturbance within them. As a result, they are trending in an upward condition and would
continue to provide for shade, wood, and stable banks in Clear Creek.

There are 26 miles of Forest system roads within the watershed with 2 miles occurring within
RHCAs. A total of 0.5 miles of the RHCA roads are graveled and opened to motorized traffic
and the remaining are closed. The overall watershed road density is 2.3 mi/mi? which is a 16%
reduction in roads since 1995 and is a result of past road decommissioning projects. The RHCA
and landslide prone road densities are 0.8 mi/mi® and 0.04 mi/mi?, respectively. Both are
considered to be in a High condition. Prior to 2014, there were 16.5 miles of non-system roads in
the prescription watershed. The Clear Ridge project decommissioned all but 0.2 miles resulting
in an almost elimination of these roads and the conversion of 65 acres of road back into
productive forested habitats.

There are 27 stream crossings within the watershed, 3 of which occur on fish bearing streams
and are not barriers to aquatic organism passage (replaced in 2012/2013). A total of 17 culverts
are appropriately sized and the remaining 10 crossings are undersized for the area they drain. All
roads also cross perpendicular to the stream channels which limit their effects to riparian
vegetation; however portions of the ditchlines leading to those crossings are draining directly
into the streams. These may be acting as a chronic sediment source of sediment to streams.
Ditchlines leading to the 3 fish bearing crossings currently have cross drain pipes installed and
are no longer adding sediment to streams at those sites.

Appendix A Guidance (Conroy an Thompson, 2011) states that “...In previously degraded
watersheds, especially those identified as below objective in 1987, if there have been no entries
or natural disturbances over the past 10 to 20 years, it could be assumed that trend is either static
or improving.” No harvest has occurred in the Clear Creek prescription watershed in the last 20
years (1994). The lack of recent timber harvest combined with intact RHCAs, low RHCA road
densities, no fish passage barriers, and mostly closed roads would indicate that Clear Creek
prescription watershed is experiencing an upward trend. The stream has an excellent riparian
vegetation component, stable banks, and cool stream temperatures which would allow for the
continued improvement of fish habitat capacity over time.

Proposed Activity Effects to Streams

The expected short-term consequences of the Clear Creek Integrated Restoration project on
aquatic conditions in the Clear Creek prescription watershed is principally related to the surface
erosion process and sediment conditions. The other short-term negative consequences of the
project on aquatic conditions were related to the hydrologic processes of runoff and infiltration
from temporary road construction and harvest. All of the activities are expected to have a
negative effect on aquatic condition in the short term based on sediment yields as modeled in
NEZSED. Model results indicate sediment yield increases in Clear Creek near the confluence
with the South Fork to 18% as a result of project activities. This is well below the Forest Plan
standard of 30%. The FISHSED model was used in conjunction with NEZSED to determine
potential changes in fish habitat carrying capacity. The model predicted a 1% increase in cobble
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embeddedness and 1% decrease in summer/winter rearing capacity for juvenile steelhead trout
rearing for the action alternatives. This is well below the 10% where changes in habitat quality
could occur (Stowell et al. 1983). No substantial changes in cobble embeddedness and
summer/winter habitat rearing capacity are therefore expected based on this modeling and on
local effectiveness monitoring (USDA Forest Service 2009 and 2014). ECAs would increase to
between 12% and 15% depending on the alternative and would remain within the High condition
class based on the NOAA matrix (1998) therefore no channel alterations as a result of increased
water yield is expected.

The Clear Creek Project would decommission an additional 0.6 miles of road in the prescription
watershed. This would reduce watershed road densities to 2.3 mi/mi?, or a 2% overall reduction.
RHCA densities would remain at 0.8 mi/mi?. The Clear Creek Project would decommission the
remaining 0.2 miles of non-system road resulting in the watershed and would convert 1 acre of
road back into a forested condition. The Clear Creek Project would reconstruct 2.7 miles of
system road (18% of the roads in the prescription watershed) which would help to reduce
sediment delivery by diverting road ditchline flow away from streams through cross drain culvert
additions. The project would also replace the 10 existing undersized culverts with those sized for
a 100- year flow event. This would reduce the risk of future failure. All crossings in the
watershed would be appropriately sized after project completion. The Project would recondition
2.7 miles of road (18% of the roads). Reconditioning would apply gravel where needed to
minimize the amount of erosion from road surfaces during log haul operations. The use of dust
abatement during log haul would also minimize road surface erosion and potential input of
sediment to streams.

Overall Trend Summary for the Clear Creek Prescription Watershed

The current upward trend in aquatic habitat conditions is expected to continue in the Clear Creek
prescription watershed because of mostly intact riparian areas, road related activities that are
expected to decrease sediment input, water yields would remain below levels where alterations in
streams channels could occur, and the implementation of design features and BMPs.
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Clear Creek Prescription Watershed Activities

Watershed area

11.3 sq. miles (7,234 acres)

2.7 RHCA sg. miles

Roads Total Road Roads SF/WF Roads Clear Roads
Road Density 1995 Decomm Total Road Total Creek IR | Final
1996-2011 | 2011 Decomm® | 2014 Project® Total
miles 311 49 26.2 0 26.2 0.6 25.6
road density 2.8 2.3 2.3 2.3
RHCA miles 2.7 0.5 2.2 0 2.2 0.0 2.2
RHCA road density 1.0 0.8 0.8 0.8

Percent road reduction: 2% total miles; 0% RHCA miles

All fish bearing pipes AOP; All
undersized pipes replaced

Clear Creek Clear
Culverts Culvert Creek IR Total
Replacements® | Project®
replaced 3 (fish) 10 13
removed 0 0 0
Road Reconstruction Clegr Csreek IR Percen? of
Project total miles
Total miles 13.2 52%
miles outside RHCA 11.9
miles in RHCA 1.3 59%
Browns Sprin Clear
Road Recondition .3 pring Creek IR Percent of total
Project 6 .
Project Total miles
Total miles 2.0 2.7 47 18%
miles outside RHCA 2.0 2.7 47
miles in RHCA 0.0 0.0 0.0 0%
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Clear
Non-System Road Clear Creek IR ElggeemNon- Total
Decomm Project®* Y

Road

Decomm’
Total miles 0.2 16.3 16.5

miles outside RHCA 0.2 14.5 14.7
miles in RHCA 0.0 1.8 1.8

*estimated 25% of proposed system road decommission miles

Other actions proposed in the prescription watershed

Clear Creek IR Project®

(Alt. C — max alternative)

Commercial Harvest (acres)

Temporary roads (acres)

Prescribed burning (acres)

1222 (17% or watershed)

500 are Regen Harvest -
(7% of watershed)

19

601
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Table J-8. Upward Trend Indicators and Ratings for Clear Creek Forest Plan Prescription Watershed

AltA [AltC |AltC
Characteristic (Existing | Short | Long
Action Process Affected Indicator Cond.) | term | term Explanations
Surface erosion bulse & Chronic Sediment M Expo_sed SQ|I on skid and Iandlpgs - mostly in the form of channelized delivery from ruts
on skid trails - reduced by design measures
Vegetation Mass failure risk bulse sediment No vegetation treatment or skid trail construction would occur on landslide prone or high
Treatments mass wasting areas
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -M -L ICompacted soils and vegetation openings
Solar heating Riparian shade No vegetation treatment would occur in RHCAs
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment n Cha_mnellzed deposn_lon in sys_tem r_oad ditches — redu_ced by design measures and cross
drain culverts diverting material prior to stream crossings.
Temporary Road Mass failure risk Pulse sediment No temp road construction would occur on landslide prone or high mass wasting areas
Construction . . ICompacted soils could limit infiltration and concentrate flow in the short term. Roads
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L
would be decompacted, recontoured, and revegetated.
Riparian shade Riparian condition No temp road construction in RHCAs
Ditch cleaning, soil disturbance, and logging truck haul could increase sediment delivery
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-M -M +M in the short term. Gravel placement and additional cross drain culverts would reduce
Road Improvement sediment delivery in the long term.
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process n L +L Gravel placement and addition of cross drain culverts would slow overland flow and
reduce runoff
Minimal road maintenance on closed roads has the potential for sediment delivery,
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -L +L especially at stream crossings. Potential for increased sediment delivery during road
Road decomm activities and until road is revegetated.
Decommissioning ICompacted soils allow for increased overland flow. Once roads are decompacted and
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L +L +L recontoured infiltration would increase and concentrated overland flow would diminish.
Culverts would be removed.
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment See above under Road Decommissioning
RHCA R_oa(_i . Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process See above under Road Decommissioning
Decommissioning
Riparian Shade Riparian condition \Vegetative recovery and tree growth in long term
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -L +L See above under Road Decommissioning
Non-System Road A - L
A Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L +L +L See above under Road Decommissioning
Decommissioning
Riparian Shade Riparian condition -L +L \Vegetative recovery and tree growth in long term
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -M +L Undersized/failing culverts have the potential for chronic sediment delivery or get
. Mass failure risk Pulse sediment M L +M plugged/collapse causing road fill failure. Short term, localized sediment could be
Stream Crossing —— : Jelivered during implementation and until road fill slopes are stabilized and revegetated.
Improvement Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process Long term culverts would allow for 100 year flows.
Fish Passage Habitat availability -M +M +M Replacing culverts to allow for Aquatic Organism Passage increase available habitat
Summary of Upward Trend Indicators for Clear Creek -13 -6 12 |Positive upward trend in the long term
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Solo Creek Prescription Watershed Activities

Solo Creek meets its Forest Plan water quality objective based on cobble embeddedness and
therefore does not require an upward trend analysis narrative. The following tables however
provide a quick assessment of the trend in the watershed and the effects of the project on that

trend.
Watershed Area 3.55q. miles (2,226 acres) 1.1 RHCA sg. miles
_ Roads Total Road Roads SF/WF Roads | Clear R_oads
Road Density 1995 Decomm Total Road . Total Cre_ek I6R Final
1996-2011 | 2011 Decomm™ | 2014 Project Total
miles 14.1 1.8 12.3 0.0 12.3 14 10.9
road density 4.0 35 35 3.1
RHCA miles 1.8 0.0 1.8 0.0 1.8 04 14
RHCA road density 1.6 1.6 1.6 1.4

Percent road reduction: 11%o total miles; 22% RHCA miles

Culverts Clear Qre%k All fish beari_ng pipes AOP; All
IR Project undersized pipes replaced
replaced 4
removed 1
Road Reconstruction FRIESIOCJ.:(;EFGK tf) i;?eﬁlzz
Total miles 9.1 84%
miles outside RHCA 8.1
miles in RHCA 1.0 71%
o Recondion | Grcrnek | et
Total miles 1.8 17%
miles outside RHCA 1.8
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miles in RHCA 0 0%
Clear
Non-System Road Clear Creek gligeemNon- Total
Decomm IR Project®* Y
Road
Decomm’
Total miles 0.4 3.7 41
miles outside RHCA 0.3 35 3.8
miles in RHCA 0.1 0.2 0.3

*estimated 25% of proposed system road decommission miles

Other actions proposed in the prescription watershed

Clear Creek IR Project®

(Alt. C — max alternative)

Commercial Harvest (acres)

Temporary roads (acres)

Prescribed burning (acres)

646 (29% or watershed)

375 are Regen Harvest -
(17% of watershed)
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Table J-9. Upward Trend Indicators and Ratings for Solo Creek Forest Plan Prescription Watershed

Alt A
(Existing | AltC | Alt C
Characteristic Condition | Short | Long
Action Process Affected Indicator ) term | term Explanations
Surface erosion bulse & Chronic Sediment M Expo_sed S(_)Il on skid and Iandlpgs - mostly in the form of channelized delivery from ruts
on skid trails - reduced by design measures
Vegetation Mass failure risk bulse sediment No vegetation treatment or skid trail construction would occur on landslide prone or high
Treatments Mass Wasting areas
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -M -M ICompacted soils and vegetation openings
Solar heating Riparian shade No vegetation treatment would occur in RHCAs
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment L Cha_innellzed deposn_lon in sys_tem r_oad ditches — redu_ced by design measures and cross
drain culverts diverting material prior to stream crossings.
Temporary Road Mass failure risk Pulse sediment No temp road construction would occur on landslide prone or high mass wasting areas
Construction S . Compacted soils could limit infiltration and concentrate flow in the short term. Roads
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L
would be decompacted, recontoured, and revegetated.
Riparian shade Riparian condition No temp road construction in RHCAs
Ditch cleaning, soil disturbance, and logging truck haul could increase sediment delivery
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-M -M +M in the short term. Gravel placement and additional cross drain culverts would reduce
Road Improvement sediment delivery in the long term.
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process L L +L Gravel placement and addition of cross drain culverts would slow overland flow and
reduce runoff
Minimal road maintenance on closed roads has the potential for sediment delivery,
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -L +L especially at stream crossings. Potential for increased sediment delivery during road
Road decomm activities and until road is revegetated.
Decommissioning Compacted soils allow for increased overland flow. Once roads are decompacted and
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L +L +L recontoured infiltration would increase and concentrated overland flow would diminish.
Culverts would be removed.
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -L +L See above under Road Decommissioning
RHCA Rpac_i . Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L +L +L See above under Road Decommissioning
Decommissioning
Riparian Shade Riparian condition -L +L \Vegetative recovery and tree growth in long term
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -L +L See above under Road Decommissioning
Non-System Road o - o
o Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L +L +L See above under Road Decommissioning
Decommissioning
Riparian Shade Riparian condition -L +L \Vegetative recovery and tree growth in long term
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -L +L Undersized/failing culverts have the potential for chronic sediment delivery or get
. Mass failure risk Pulse sediment L S +L plugged/collapse causing road fill failure. Short term, localized sediment could be
Stream Crossing —— : Jelivered during implementation and until road fill slopes are stabilized and revegetated.
Improvement Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process Long term culverts would allow for 100 year flows.
Fish Passage Habitat availability Replacing culverts to allow for Aquatic Organism Passage increase available habitat
Summary of Upward Trend Indicators for Solo Creek -13 -7 11 |Positive upward trend in the long term
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Middle Fork Clear Creek Prescription Watershed

The 4,025 acre Middle Fork Clear Creek Forest Plan prescription watershed does not meet its
water quality objective of 90% for fishery habitat potential. Cobble embeddedness was measured
at 51% in 2014. When assessed against the DFCs (USDA, 1992), the watershed currently is at
59% of habitat potential. It was at 50% of its habitat potential when the Forest Plan was written
in 1987. This would be considered an upward trend in fishery habitat potential.

There are about 7 miles of fish-bearing and 13 miles of non-fish bearing streams in Middle Fork
Clear Creek. The stream is mostly suitable for steelhead trout and westslope cutthroat trout
which were both observed during 1984 and 1993 surveys. The stream provides limited habitat
for steelhead trout due to moderate to high stream gradients and limited areas of suitable
spawning substrate.

Stream temperatures were measured in Clear Creek in the summer of 2011. Stream temperature
conditions based on NOAA matrix ratings were High for steelhead spawning and rearing
(10.7°C and 13.6°C respectively). Cool temperatures are a result of well forest areas adjacent to
streams (see RHCA discussion below). Temperatures were moderate for bull trout rearing
(13.6°C) and low for bull trout spawning/incubation (10.2°C). This is consistent with the Climate
Shield model results (Isaac, 2014) which showed only a 14% probability of bull trout presence
on 1.4 miles of headwater stream in 1980 and a zero percent probability in 2040. Temperatures
are warmer than preferred for bull trout.

Shallow water depths and lack of pool habitat were noted in the 1993 surveys. The low number
of pools and lack of depth is directly related to low wood levels (28 pieces/100m). Low wood
levels appear to be natural as streamside buffers were retained during previous timber harvest
(see management actions discussion below). Water depths and pool habitat availability are
considered to be trending upward trend since buffers were retained and would provide both the
short and long term wood necessary to create pools as trees die and fall into the stream.
Previously harvested areas that occur within current PACFISH buffers are forested. Standard
PACFISH buffers are expected to be retained during the next harvest rotation which would
maintain the necessary wood component over time, thus maintaining the upward trend.

Stream bank stability was noted excellent in 1993. This is due to the presence of dense
streamside vegetation in combination with large substrate (cobble, rubble, boulders) which
armors the banks against the erosive power of the stream.

Stream substrate composition in Middle Fork Clear Creek in 1993 was composed of 26% fine
material (sand/silt <6mm), 25% gravel and 49% large material (rubble to boulders) based on
Wolman pebble counts. Cobble embeddedness was measured at 55% in 1993 and 50% in 2014.
This would indicate a slight improvement in cobble embeddedness. No obvious sources of
sediment were observed at road crossings or along roads within the watershed during 2010-2012
field reviews. As noted by Sylte and Fischenich (2002) cobble embeddedness exhibits high
spatial and temporal variability in both natural and disturbed streams. Sampling must be
intensive within streams or stream reaches to detect changes. Intensive sampling has not
occurred within the drainage so determining a trend for embeddedness based on two surveys may
not be appropriate.

Regeneration timber harvest activities have occurred on 18% of the watershed between the
1970s and 1980s. No regeneration harvest has occurred since then. Commercial thinning
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occurred on 9% of the area between the 1970°s and 1990s. As a result ECA is currently at 2%, or
a high condition. About 6% of the RHCAs were affected by past timber harvest. Buffers were
retained on all units with the exception 2 small headwater streams. Forested stands within the
buffers are aged as follows: 7% are < 40 years old, 54% are between 40 and 100 years and the
remaining 39% older than 100 years. The RHCAs therefore would be considered fully functional
given the age classes and minimal disturbance within them. As a result, they are trending in an
upward condition and would continue to provide for shade, wood and bank stability in Middle
Fork Clear Creek.

There are almost 15 miles of Forest system roads within the watershed with less than 2 miles
occurring within RHCAs. All RHCA roads are graveled and are open to either seasonal or year
round motorized traffic. The overall watershed road density is 2.4 mi/mi? which is a 12%
reduction in roads since 1995 and is a result of past road decommissioning projects. RHCA road
density is 0.9 mi/mi® and landslide prone density is 0.08 mi/mi?, both High ratings. Prior to 2014,
there were 7.2 miles of non-system roads in the prescription watershed. The Clear Ridge project
decommissioned all but 0.3 miles resulting in an almost elimination of these roads and the
conversion of 28 acres of road back into productive forested habitats.

There are 13 stream crossings within the watershed, 2 of which are on fish bearing streams and
are passable to aquatic organisms. Four other crossings have been identified for replacement and
these plus an additional 2 require cross drain additions. Roads are expected to be contributing
very little sediment to streams due to an overall low number of crossings (<1/mile), low RHCA
densities, and the need for the replacement of only 4 crossings.

Appendix A Guidance (Conroy an Thompson, 2011) states that “...In previously degraded
watersheds, especially those identified as below objective in 1987, if there have been no entries
or natural disturbances over the past 10 to 20 years, it could be assumed that trend is either static
or improving.” No harvest has occurred in the watershed since 1992 (8 acres). The lack of recent
timber harvest combined with relatively few stream crossings, low RHCA road densities, intact
RCHAs, stable banks, and cool temperatures would indicate that Middle Fork Clear Creek is
experiencing an upward trend in aquatic habitat conditions. These combine to allow for the
continued improvement of fish habitat capacity over time.

Proposed Activity Effects to Streams

The expected short-term consequences of the Clear Creek Integrated Restoration project on
aquatic conditions in Middle Fork Clear Creek are principally related to the surface erosion
process and sediment conditions. The other short-term negative consequences of the project on
aquatic conditions were related to the hydrologic processes of runoff and infiltration from
temporary road construction and harvest. All of the activities are expected to have a negative
effect on aquatic condition in the short term based on sediment yields as modeled in NEZSED.
Model results indicate sediment yield increases at the mouth of Middle Fork to 11% as a result of
project activities. This is well below the Forest Plan standard of 30%. The FISHSED model was
used in conjunction with NEZSED to determine potential changes in fish habitat carrying
capacity. The model predicted a 1% increase in cobble embeddedness and 1% decrease in
summer/winter rearing capacity for juvenile steelhead trout rearing for the action alternatives.
This is well below the 10% where changes in habitat quality could occur (Stowell et al. 1983).
No substantial changes in cobble embeddedness and summer/winter habitat rearing capacity are
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therefore expected based on this modeling and on local effectiveness monitoring (USDA Forest
Service 2009a and 2014). ECAs would increase to between 7% and 9% depending on the
alternative and would remain within the High condition class based on the NOAA matrix (1998)
therefore no channel alterations as a result of increased water yield is expected.

The Clear Creek Project would decommission an additional 1.3 miles of road in the prescription
watershed, 0.1 of which is in RHCAs. This would reduce watershed road densities to 2.2 mi/mi?
and RHCA densities to 0.9 mi/mi%. The result would be a 9% reduction in overall road density
and a 6% reduction in RHCA density. The Clear Creek Project would decommission the
remaining 0.3 miles of non-system road resulting in the watershed and would convert 1 acre of
road back into a forested condition. The Clear Creek Project would reconstruct 6.9 miles of
system road (51% of the roads in the prescription watershed) which would help to reduce
sediment delivery by diverting road ditchline flow away from streams through cross drain culvert
additions. The project would also replace the 4 existing and remove 1 undersized culverts with
those sized for a 100- year flow event. This would reduce the risk of future failure. All crossings
in the watershed would be appropriately sized after project completion. The Project would
recondition 3.2 miles of road (24% of the roads). Reconditioning would apply gravel where
needed to minimize the amount of erosion from road surfaces during log haul operations. The
use of dust abatement during log haul would also minimize road surface erosion and potential
input of sediment to streams.

Overall Trend Summary for the Middle Fork Clear Creek Prescription Watershed

The current upward aquatic habitat trend in the Middle Fork prescription watershed is expected
to continue because of mostly intact riparian road related activities that are expected to decrease
sediment input over time, and the implementation of design features and BMPs.
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Middle Fork Clear Creek Prescription Watershed Activities

Watershed Area 6.3 sq. miles (4,025 acres) 1.7 RHCA sg. miles
Road Roads SF/WF Roads | Clear Roads
Road Density Roads Decomm Total Road Total Creek IR | Final
Total 1995 | 1996-2011 | 2011 Decomm® | 2014 | Project® | Total
miles 16.9 2.0 14.9 0.0 14.9 13 13.6
road density 2.7 2.4 2.4 2.2
RHCA miles 1.8 0.2 1.6 0.0 1.6 0.1 15
RHCA road density 11 0.9 0.9 0.9

Percent road reduction: 9% total miles; 6% RHCA miles

Clear . N i
Project’ PIpes rep
replaced 4
removed 1
Clear
Road Reconstruction Creek IR Percent of
Project® total miles
Total miles 6.9 51%
miles outside RHCA 6.0
miles in RHCA 0.9 60%
Browns Clear
Road Recondition Spring Creek IR Percent of
Project® Project® Total | total miles
Total miles 1.0 2.2 3.2 24%
miles outside RHCA 1.0 2.2 3.2
miles in RHCA 0.0 0.0 0.0 0%
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SF/WF Clear
Non-System Road Decomm | Road Creek IR Total
Decomm® | Project®*
Total miles 6.9 0.3 7.2
miles outside RHCA 6.4 0.3 6.7
miles in RHCA 0.5 0.0 0.5

*estimated 25% of proposed system road decommission miles

Other actions proposed in the prescription watershed

Commercial Harvest (acres)

Temporary roads (acres)

Prescribed burning (acres)

Clear Creek IR Project®

(Alt. C — max alternative)

627 (16% of watershed)

218 are Regen Harvest —
(5% of watershed)

10
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Table J-10. Upward Trend Indicators and Ratings for Middle Fork Clear Creek Forest Plan Prescription Watershed

Alt A
(Existing | AltC | Alt C
Characteristic Condition | Short | Long
Action Process Affected Indicator ) term | term Explanations
Surface erosion bulse & Chronic Sediment M Expo_sed S(_)Il on skid and Iandlpgs - mostly in the form of channelized delivery from ruts
on skid trails - reduced by design measures
Vegetation Mass failure risk bulse sediment No vegetation treatment or skid trail construction would occur on landslide prone or high
Treatments Mass Wasting areas
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L -L ICompacted soils and vegetation openings
Solar heating Riparian shade No vegetation treatment would occur in RHCAs
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment L Cha_innellzed deposn_lon in sys_tem r_oad ditches — redu_ced by design measures and cross
drain culverts diverting material prior to stream crossings.
Temporary Road Mass failure risk Pulse sediment No temp road construction would occur on landslide prone or high mass wasting areas
Construction S . Compacted soils could limit infiltration and concentrate flow in the short term. Roads
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L
would be decompacted, recontoured, and revegetated.
Riparian shade Riparian condition No temp road construction in RHCAs
Ditch cleaning, soil disturbance, and logging truck haul could increase sediment delivery
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-M -M +M in the short term. Gravel placement and additional cross drain culverts would reduce
Road Improvement sediment delivery in the long term.
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process L L +L Gravel placement and addition of cross drain culverts would slow overland flow and
reduce runoff
Minimal road maintenance on closed roads has the potential for sediment delivery,
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -L +L especially at stream crossings. Potential for increased sediment delivery during road
Road decomm activities and until road is revegetated.
Decommissioning Compacted soils allow for increased overland flow. Once roads are decompacted and
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L +L +L recontoured infiltration would increase and concentrated overland flow would diminish.
Culverts would be removed.
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -L +L See above under Road Decommissioning
RHCA Rpac_i . Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L +L +L See above under Road Decommissioning
Decommissioning
Riparian Shade Riparian condition -L +L \Vegetative recovery and tree growth in long term
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -L +L See above under Road Decommissioning
Non-System Road o - o
o Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L +L +L See above under Road Decommissioning
Decommissioning
Riparian Shade Riparian condition -L +L \Vegetative recovery and tree growth in long term
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -L +L Undersized/failing culverts have the potential for chronic sediment delivery or get
. Mass failure risk Pulse sediment L S +L plugged/collapse causing road fill failure. Short term, localized sediment could be
Stream Crossing —— : Jelivered during implementation and until road fill slopes are stabilized and revegetated.
Improvement Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process Long term culverts would allow for 100 year flows.
Fish Passage Habitat availability Replacing culverts to allow for Aquatic Organism Passage increase available habitat
Summary of Upward Trend Indicators for MF Clear Creek -13 -6 12  |Positive upward trend in the long term
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Kay Creek Prescription Watershed Activities

Kay Creek meets its Forest Plan water quality objective based on cobble embeddedness and
therefore does not require an upward trend analysis narrative. The following tables however
provide a quick assessment of the trend in the watershed and the effects of the project on that

trend.
Watershed Area 5.5 sqg. miles (3,537 acres) 1.7 RHCA sq. miles
Roads Total Road Roads SF/WF Roads | Clear Roads
Road Density 1995 Decomm Total Road Total Creek IR | Final
1996-2011 | 2011 Decomm® | 2014 Project® | Total
miles 145 0.0 145 0.6 13.9 0.9 13.0
road density 2.6 2.6 25 24
RHCA miles 2.2 0.0 2.2 0.5 1.7 0.2 15
RHCA road density 1.3 1.3 0.9 0.9
Percent road reduction: 109%b total miles; 32% RHCA miles
All fish bearing
Clear Creek Clear . )
Culverts Culvert Roa_d 2? 6N Creek IR Total PIpEs A.‘OP' '.A‘”
2 | Project 6 undersized pipes
Replacements Project
replaced
replaced 1 (fish) 1 6 9
removed 0 0 0 0
Clear
Road Reconstruction Road 286N Creek IR Total Percent of
Project* Project® total miles
Total miles 0.6 9.2 9.77 75%
miles outside RHCA 0.4 8.3 8.7
miles in RHCA 0.2 0.9 1.1 73%
Road Recondition Clegr Céreek IR PercenF of
Project total miles
Total miles 2.2 17%
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miles outside RHCA 2.2
miles in RHCA 0 0%
Non-System Road SF/WF Road Clear
1 Creek IR Total
Decomm Decomm S 6
Project
Total miles 8.1 0.2 8.3
miles outside RHCA 7 0.2 7.2
miles in RHCA 11 0.0 1.1

*estimated 25% of proposed system road decommission miles

Other actions proposed in the prescription watershed

Clear Creek IR Project®

(Alt. C — max alternative)

Commercial Harvest (acres)

Temporary roads (acres)

Prescribed burning (acres)

105 (3% or watershed)

75 Regen Harvest-
(2% of watershed)
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Table J-11. Upward Trend Indicators and Ratings for Kay Creek Forest Plan Prescription Watershed

AltA |AltC | AltC
Characteristic (Existing | Short | Long
Action Process Affected Indicator Cond.) | term | term Explanations
Surface erosion bulse & Chronic Sediment L Expo_sed SQII on skid and Iandl_ngs - mostly in the form of channelized delivery from ruts
on skid trails - reduced by design measures
Vegetation Mass failure risk bulse sediment No vegetation treatment or skid trail construction would occur on landslide prone or high
Treatments mass Wasting areas
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L -L Compacted soils and vegetation openings
Solar heating Riparian shade No vegetation treatment would occur in RHCAs
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment n Cha_mnellzed deposn_lon in sys_tem r_oad ditches — reduped by design measures and cross
drain culverts diverting material prior to stream crossings.
Temporary Road Mass failure risk Pulse sediment No temp road construction would occur on landslide prone or high mass wasting areas
Construction N . ICompacted soils could limit infiltration and concentrate flow in the short term. Roads
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L
would be decompacted, recontoured, and revegetated.
Riparian shade Riparian condition No temp road construction in RHCAs
Ditch cleaning, soil disturbance, and logging truck haul could increase sediment delivery
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-M -M +M in the short term. Gravel placement and additional cross drain culverts would reduce
Road Improvement sediment delivery in the long term.
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process L L AL Gravel placement and addition of cross drain culverts would slow overland flow and
reduce runoff
Minimal road maintenance on closed roads has the potential for sediment delivery,
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -L +L especially at stream crossings. Potential for increased sediment delivery during road
Road decomm activities and until road is revegetated.
Decommissioning Compacted soils allow for increased overland flow. Once roads are decompacted and
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L +L +L recontoured infiltration would increase and concentrated overland flow would diminish.
Culverts would be removed.
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -M +M See above under Road Decommissioning
RHCA R_oa(_j . Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L +L +L See above under Road Decommissioning
Decommissioning
Riparian Shade Riparian condition -L +L egetative recovery and tree growth in long term
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -L +L See above under Road Decommissioning
Non-System Road —— - o
A Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L +L +L See above under Road Decommissioning
Decommissioning
Riparian Shade Riparian condition -L +L egetative recovery and tree growth in long term
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -L +L Undersized/failing culverts have the potential for chronic sediment delivery or get
. Mass failure risk Pulse sediment L L +L plugged/colla_pse _causing roaq fill failure_. Short term, localized se_d_iment could be
Stream Crossing — : Jelivered during implementation and until road fill slopes are stabilized and revegetated.
Improvement Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process Long term culverts would allow for 100 year flows.
Fish Passage Habitat availability -L +L +L Replacing culverts to allow for Aquatic Organism Passage increase available habitat
Summary of Upward Trend Indicators for Kay Creek -12 -5 11 |Positive upward trend in the long term
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South Fork Clear Creek Prescription Watershed Activities

South Fork Clear Creek meets its Forest Plan water quality objective based on cobble
embeddedness and therefore does not require an upward trend analysis narrative. The following
tables however provide a quick assessment of the trend in the watershed and the effects of the

project on that trend.

Watershed Area 20.2 sg. miles (12,941 acres) 4.8 RHCA sg. miles
Roads Total Road Roads SF/WF Roads Clear Roads
Road Density 1995 Decomm Total Road Total Creek IR | Final
1996-2011 | 2011 Decomm® 2014 Project® | Total
miles 35.9 2.6 33.3 1.2 32.1 0.0 32.1
road density 1.8 1.6 1.6 1.6
RHCA miles 5.2 0.4 4.8 0.0 4.8 0.0 4.8
RHCA road density 1.1 1.0 1.0 1.0
Percent road reduction: 4% total miles; 0% RHCA miles
Clear Creek Clear SFWF i
Culverts Culvert Road 650 Creek Decomm Total Al f'ISh i
Replacements? Project® IR non-system bearlhg pipes
P Project® | roads AOP; Al
undersized
replaced 2 22 27 0 29 ninac renfarad
removed 0 0 0 1 1
Clear
Road Reconstruction Roa}d 655 0 Creek IR Total Percent of
Project 6 .
Project total miles
Total miles 45 16.5 21 65%
miles outside RHCA 4.1 14.1 18.2
miles in RHCA 0.4 2.4 2.8 58%
Road Recondition Clegr Céreek IR Percen; of
Project total miles
Total miles 9.8 31%
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miles outside RHCA

9.8

miles in RHCA

0 0%

Clear
Non-System Road SF/WF Rload Creek IR Total
Decomm Decomm 6
Project
Total miles 27.8 0.0 27.8
miles outside RHCA 25.0 0.0 25.0
miles in RHCA 2.8 0.0 2.8

*estimated 25% of proposed system road decommission miles

Other actions proposed in the prescription watershed

Clear Creek IR Project®

(Alt. C — max alternative)

Commercial Harvest (acres)

Temporary roads (acres)

Prescribed burning (acres)

1476 (12% or watershed)

782 Regen Harvest -
(6% of watershed)

20

326
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Table J-12. Upward Trend Indicators and Ratings for South Fork Clear Creek Forest Plan Prescription Watershed

AltA [AltC |AltC
Characteristic (Existing | Short | Long
Action Process Affected Indicator Cond.) | term | term Explanations
. - . Exposed soil on skid and landings - mostly in the form of channelized delivery from ruts
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment L on skid trails - reduced by design measures
Vegetation Mass failure risk bulse sediment No vegetation treatment or skid trail construction would occur on landslide prone or high
Treatments mass Wasting areas
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L -L ICompacted soils and vegetation openings
Solar heating Riparian shade No vegetation treatment would occur in RHCAs
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment L Cha_innellzed deposn_lon in sys_tem r_oad ditches — redu_ced by design measures and cross
drain culverts diverting material prior to stream crossings.
Temporary Road ~ [Mass failure risk Pulse sediment No temp road construction would occur on landslide prone or high mass wasting areas
Construction S - Compacted soils could limit infiltration and concentrate flow in the short term. Roads
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L
would be decompacted, recontoured, and revegetated.
Riparian shade Riparian condition No temp road construction in RHCAs
Ditch cleaning, soil disturbance, and logging truck haul could increase sediment delivery
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-M -M +M in the short term. Gravel placement and additional cross drain culverts would reduce
Road Improvement sediment delivery in the long term.
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process L L L Gravel placement and addition of cross drain culverts would slow overland flow and
reduce runoff
Minimal road maintenance on closed roads has the potential for sediment delivery,
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -L +L especially at stream crossings. Potential for increased sediment delivery during road
Road decomm activities and until road is revegetated.
Decommissioning Compacted soils allow for increased overland flow. Once roads are decompacted and
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L +L +L recontoured infiltration would increase and concentrated overland flow would diminish.
Culverts would be removed.
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment See above under Road Decommissioning
RHCA R.Oa(.i . Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process See above under Road Decommissioning
Decommissioning
Riparian Shade Riparian condition egetative recovery and tree growth in long term
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment ~ |-L -M +L See above under Road Decommissioning
Non-System Road o - o
A Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L +L +L See above under Road Decommissioning
Decommissioning
Riparian Shade Riparian condition -L +L egetative recovery and tree growth in long term
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -H +M Undersized/failing culverts have the potential for chronic sediment delivery or get
. Mass failure risk Pulse sediment H S +M plu_gged/colla_pse _causing roaq fill failure_. Short _term, localized se_d_iment could be
Stream Crossing —— : Jelivered during implementation and until road fill slopes are stabilized and revegetated.
Improvement Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process Long term culverts would allow for 100 year flows.
Fish Passage Habitat availability -L +L +L Replacing culverts to allow for Aquatic Organism Passage increase available habitat
Summary of Upward Trend Indicators for SF Clear Creek -13 -7 12 |Positive upward trend in the long term
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Hoodoo Creek Prescription Watershed Activities

Hoodoo Creek meets its Forest Plan water quality objective based on cobble embeddedness and
therefore does not require an upward trend analysis narrative. The following tables however
provide a quick assessment of the trend in the watershed and the effects of the project on that
trend.

Watershed Area 10.1 sg. miles (6,446 acres) 2.4 RHCA sg. miles
Roads Road Decomm Roads SF/WF Roads Clear Roads
Road Density Total 1996-2011 Total Road Total Creek IR | Final
1995 2011 Decomm® | 2014 Project® | Total
miles 48.9 2.6 46.3 7.6 38.7 0.8 37.9
road density 4.8 4.6 3.8 3.8
RHCA miles 9.1 0.7 8.4 2.7 5.7 0.2 55
RHCA road density 3.8 35 2.3 2.3

Percent road reduction: 18%o total miles; 35% RHCA miles

SF/WF Clear Creek Road Clear
Culverts Road Culvert 650 Creek IR Total All fish
Decomm® | Replacements? | Project® | Project® bearing pipes
AOP; All
replaced 0 3 (fish) 13 11 27 undersizeld .
removed 21 1 (fish) 0 0 22

Road 650 | Clear Creek IR

Road Reconstruction Project® Project® Total Percent of total miles
Total miles 11 15.3 26.3 69%
miles outside RHCA 9.9 13.9 23.8
miles in RHCA 1.1 14 25 46%

Clear
Road Recondition Creek IR Percent of total
Project® miles
Total miles 7.1 19%
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miles outside RHCA 6.2
miles in RHCA 0.9 16%
gg;;ﬁjyrztem Road EQI(:)QSIF . Clear Céreek IR
Decomm” | Project™* Total
Total miles 34.9 0.2 35.1
miles outside RHCA 284 0.1 28.5
miles in RHCA 6.5 0.1 6.6

*estimated 25% of proposed system road decommission miles

Other actions proposed in the prescription watershed

Clear Creek IR Project®

(Alt. C — max alternative)

Commercial Harvest (acres)

Temporary roads (acres)

Prescribed burning (acres)

2124 (33% or watershed)

1445 Regen Harvest-
(22% of watershed)

33

325
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Table J-13. Upward Trend Indicators and Ratings for Hoodoo Creek Forest Plan Prescription Watershed

AltA [AltC |AltC
Characteristic (Existing | Short | Long
Action Process Affected Indicator Cond.) | term | term Explanations
Surface erosion bulse & Chronic Sediment M Expo_sed SQ|I on skid and Iandlpgs - mostly in the form of channelized delivery from ruts
on skid trails - reduced by design measures
Vegetation Mass failure risk bulse sediment No vegetation treatment or skid trail construction would occur on landslide prone or high
Treatments mass wasting areas
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -M -M ICompacted soils and vegetation openings
Solar heating Riparian shade No vegetation treatment would occur in RHCAs
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment n Cha_mnellzed deposn_lon in sys_tem r_oad ditches — redu_ced by design measures and cross
drain culverts diverting material prior to stream crossings.
Temporary Road Mass failure risk Pulse sediment No temp road construction would occur on landslide prone or high mass wasting areas
Construction . . ICompacted soils could limit infiltration and concentrate flow in the short term. Roads
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L
would be decompacted, recontoured, and revegetated.
Riparian shade Riparian condition No temp road construction in RHCAs
Ditch cleaning, soil disturbance, and logging truck haul could increase sediment delivery
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-M -M +M in the short term. Gravel placement and additional cross drain culverts would reduce
Road Improvement sediment delivery in the long term.
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process n L +L Gravel placement and addition of cross drain culverts would slow overland flow and
reduce runoff
Minimal road maintenance on closed roads has the potential for sediment delivery,
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -L +L especially at stream crossings. Potential for increased sediment delivery during road
Road decomm activities and until road is revegetated.
Decommissioning ICompacted soils allow for increased overland flow. Once roads are decompacted and
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L +L +L recontoured infiltration would increase and concentrated overland flow would diminish.
Culverts would be removed.
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -M +M See above under Road Decommissioning
RHCA R_oa(_j . Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L +L +L See above under Road Decommissioning
Decommissioning
Riparian Shade Riparian condition -L +L \Vegetative recovery and tree growth in long term
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -M +L See above under Road Decommissioning
Non-System Road A - L
A Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L +L +L See above under Road Decommissioning
Decommissioning
Riparian Shade Riparian condition -L +L \Vegetative recovery and tree growth in long term
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -H +M Undersized/failing culverts have the potential for chronic sediment delivery or get
. Mass failure risk Pulse sediment H L +M plugged/collapse causing road fill failure. Short term, localized sediment could be
Stream Crossing —— : Jelivered during implementation and until road fill slopes are stabilized and revegetated.
Improvement Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process Long term culverts would allow for 100 year flows.
Fish Passage Habitat availability -H +H +H Replacing culverts to allow for Aquatic Organism Passage increase available habitat
Summary of Upward Trend Indicators for Hoodoo Creek -18 -8 17 |Positive upward trend in the long term
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Big Cedar Creek Prescription Watershed Activities

Big Cedar Creek was not assigned a Forest Plan water quality objective. The following tables
however provide a quick assessment of the trend in the watershed and the effects of the project

on that trend.

Watershed Area 8.7 sq. miles (5,542 acres) 0.3 RHCA sg. miles
Road Density ?ggg s Total ggigmm .?8;152011 g(:)/a\ijF . 13(());(:5 gri?eli I6R Ei?::?s
1996-2011 Decomm® | 2014 Project Total
miles 40.0 0.5 39.5 0.0 39.5 1.7 37.8
road density 4.6 4.6 4.6 4.4
RHCA miles 3.6 0.0 3.6 0.0 3.6 1.0 2.6
RHCA road density 12.3 12.3 12.3 8.7

Percent road reduction: 4%o total miles; 28% RHCA miles

Culverts Clear Creek
IR Project®
replaced 2
removed 1
. Clear Creek Percent of
Road Reconstruction IR Project® total miles
total miles 2.1 6%
miles outside RHCA 2
miles in RHCA 0.1 4%
" Clear Creek Percent of
Road Recondition IR Project® total miles
total miles 15 4%
miles outside RHCA 15
miles in RHCA 0 0%

All fish bearing pipes on FS land AOP; All
undersized pipes replaced; 3 fish barriers left
on private land
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Clear Ridge
Non-System Road Clear Creek g;sr;;em Total
. B
Decomm IR Project Road
Decomm’
total miles 0.4 8.3 8.7
miles outside RHCA 0.2 7.0 7.2
miles in RHCA 0.2 1.3 15

*estimated 25% of proposed system road decommission miles

Other actions proposed in the prescription watershed

Clear Creek IR Project®

(Alt. C — max alternative)

Commercial Harvest (acres)

Temporary roads (acres)

Prescribed burning (acres)

567 (10% or watershed)

283 Regen Harvest -
(5% of watershed)
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Table J-14. Upward Trend Indicators and Ratings for Big Cedar Creek Forest Plan Prescription Watershed

AltA [AltC |AltC
Characteristic (Existing | Short | Long
Action Process Affected Indicator Cond.) | term | term Explanations
Surface erosion bulse & Chronic Sediment n Expo_sed SQ|I on skid and Iandlpgs - mostly in the form of channelized delivery from ruts
on skid trails - reduced by design measures
Vegetation Mass failure risk bulse sediment No vegetation treatment or skid trail construction would occur on landslide prone or high
Treatments mass wasting areas
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L -L ICompacted soils and vegetation openings
Solar heating Riparian shade No vegetation treatment would occur in RHCAs
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment n Cha_mnellzed deposn_lon in sys_tem r_oad ditches — redu_ced by design measures and cross
drain culverts diverting material prior to stream crossings.
Temporary Road Mass failure risk Pulse sediment No temp road construction would occur on landslide prone or high mass wasting areas
Construction . . ICompacted soils could limit infiltration and concentrate flow in the short term. Roads
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L
would be decompacted, recontoured, and revegetated.
Riparian shade Riparian condition No temp road construction in RHCAs
Ditch cleaning, soil disturbance, and logging truck haul could increase sediment delivery
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -L +L in the short term. Gravel placement and additional cross drain culverts would reduce
Road Improvement sediment delivery in the long term.
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process n L +L Gravel placement and addition of cross drain culverts would slow overland flow and
reduce runoff
Minimal road maintenance on closed roads has the potential for sediment delivery,
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -L +L especially at stream crossings. Potential for increased sediment delivery during road
Road decomm activities and until road is revegetated.
Decommissioning ICompacted soils allow for increased overland flow. Once roads are decompacted and
Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L +L +L recontoured infiltration would increase and concentrated overland flow would diminish.
Culverts would be removed.
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -M +M See above under Road Decommissioning
RHCA R_oa(_j . Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L +L +L See above under Road Decommissioning
Decommissioning
Riparian Shade Riparian condition -L +L \Vegetative recovery and tree growth in long term
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -L +L See above under Road Decommissioning
Non-System Road A - L
A Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process -L +L +L See above under Road Decommissioning
Decommissioning
Riparian Shade Riparian condition -L +L \Vegetative recovery and tree growth in long term
Surface erosion Pulse & Chronic Sediment  |-L -L +L Undersized/failing culverts have the potential for chronic sediment delivery or get
. Mass failure risk Pulse sediment L L +L plugged/collapse causing road fill failure. Short term, localized sediment could be
Stream Crossing —— : Jelivered during implementation and until road fill slopes are stabilized and revegetated.
Improvement Infiltration, runoff, Hydrologic process Long term culverts would allow for 100 year flows.
Fish Passage Habitat availability Replacing culverts to allow for Aquatic Organism Passage increase available habitat
Summary of Upward Trend Indicators for Big Cedar Creek 12 5 12 Positive upward trend in the long term. There are no fish/water quality objectives for Big

Cedar Creek Prescription watershed in the Forest Plan, Appendix A.
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Lower Clear Creek Face Prescription Watershed Activities

There are no fish/water quality objectives for Lower Clear Creek Face Prescription watershed in
the Forest Plan, Appendix A. Clear Creek project activities affect less than 1% of the
prescription watershed. Any impacts to water quality or quantity would be non-measurable at
the watershed scale. The following tables however provide a quick at the effects of the recent
projects on Forest lands within the watershed.

Watershed Area 17.7 sg. miles (11,358 acres) 0.3 RHCA sg. miles
Roads SF/WF Roads Clear Roads
. Road Decomm | Roads Creek .
Road Density Total 1996-2011 Total 2011 Road Total IR Final
1995 Decomm' | 2014 . 6| Total
Project
miles 31.6 0.3 31.3 0.2 31.1 0.0 31.1
road density 1.8 18 1.8 1.8
RHCA miles 7.7 0.0 7.7 0.0 7.7 0.0 7.7
RHCA road density 25.7 25.7 25.7 25.7

Percent road reduction: 0% total miles; 0% RHCA miles

Clear
Road Reconstruction Creek IR | Percent of total
Project® miles
Total miles 1.6 5%
miles outside RHCA 1.6
miles in RHCA 0 0%
Clear
Road Recondition Creek IR | Percent of total
Project® miles
Total miles 1.8 6%
miles outside RHCA 1.4
miles in RHCA 0.4 5%
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SF/WF

Non-System Road Decomm | Road
Decomm?

Total miles 2.3

miles outside RHCA 1.8

miles in RHCA 0.5

Other actions proposed in the prescription watershed

Commercial Harvest (acres) | Temporary roads (acres) Prescribed burning (acres)

i ~tb
Clear Creek IR Project 84 (1% or watershed)

68 Regen Harvest - 1 120
(1% of watershed)

(Alt. C — max alternative)
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Upward Trend Summary

A positive upward trend was determined for each of the Forest Plan Prescription watersheds with
Forest Plan, Appendix A fish/water quality objectives. Big Cedar Creek and Lower Clear Creek
Prescription watersheds do not have assigned objectives in the Forest Plan. The upward trends
for Clear Creek and its prescription watersheds are primarily a result of riparian areas that are
intact with minimal effects from management and a majority of roads that are graveled and
positioned to have minimal effects on streams. In addition, the Appendix A Implementation
Guide (Conroy and Thompson 2011) states “It was assumed in the Forest Plan that
implementation of instream restoration and other watershed restoration activities would result in
an upward trend in carrying capacity. Where these activities have been implemented, it could be
stated that an upward trend in the habitat conditions has been accomplished.” Watershed
restoration activities in the form of road improvement, culvert replacement and road
decommissioning have been, and continue to be implemented since 2011. These have
contributed to the upward trend in fish habitat carrying capacity throughout the watershed.

Although short term impacts to modeled water and sediment yield are expected with the
implementation of the Clear Creek project, they are less than those that could occur under
Alternative A (No Action). The No Action alternative does not address road-related sediment
issues beyond what projects have already been completed. Short term (<5 years) negative
impacts with long term beneficial impacts to sediment yield are expected as a result of the Clear
Creek IR Project road improvement and road decommissioning activities. Modeled sediment
yield using NEZSED shows an increase in all prescription watersheds but all remain below
Forest Plan water quality objectives. Modeling in FISHSED shows increases in cobble
embeddedness or reductions in fish habitat capacity of 1-3%. This is below the 10% where
changes might occur based on the model documentation (Stowell, 1983). Upward trend of
aquatic and watershed conditions, particularly related to sediment, would be realized in the long
term (>5 years). The short term impacts represent the maximum potential for erosion/sediment
delivery and/or increase in water yield. Best Management Practices and project specific design
measures would be implemented to minimize these impacts.

In summary, the Clear Creek IR Project would have minimal short term negative effects
associated with modeled water yield and sediment increases but would have a long term positive
effect associated with road improvements. The combined road-related projects are expected to
maintain an upward trend through reduced sediment delivery and runoff from roads to streams
and aquatic habitats throughout the watershed. Reduced chronic sediment delivery is expected to
allow for improved fish habitat carrying capacity continued upward trend over time.

The conclusions regarding aquatic trends in the prescription watersheds are the consequence of
subtle balances between the short-term impacts and long-term improvements. Trend conclusions
must also be tempered with knowledge of the variability of conditions within the watersheds and
the unpredictability of weather and natural disturbance events. Future trend will likely be very
much influenced by future events —both management activities and natural events, including
climate change.
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Appendix K—Effectiveness Of Road Best Management Practices

Effects of Roads

Poorly designed or maintained forest road networks can increase hydrologic connectivity
(drainage density) to streams by routing stormwater runoff through roadside ditches that connect
directly to streams at road stream crossings, as well as further away from stream channels when
gullies form below surface runoff relief culverts (Wemple et al., 1996). This increased
hydrologic connectivity may impact the timing and magnitude of streamflow response to rain
events and increase the frequency and magnitude of flood flows (Beschta et al., 2000; Eisenbies
et al., 2007; La Marche and Lettenmaier, 2001). These direct hydrologic connections can
adversely impact water quality through increased sedimentation from road erosion sources, while
increased stormwater runoff may induce stream geomorphological changes, re-mobilize existing
sediment stored within the stream channel, and result in the degradation of aquatic habitat
(Goode et al., 2012); [cited in Brown, et al., 2013].

Forest silvicultural operations generally cause relatively low and ephemeral increases in
sediment as compared to alternative land uses (Neary et al., 1989). For example, Corbett et al.
(1978) found that timber harvesting, if considered independently of roads, has minimal effects on
stream sediment. However, forest roads and skid trails have significant potential to increase
erosion and sedimentation (Patric, 1976, Swift and Burns, 1999, Aust and Blinn, 2004 and
Grace, 2005). Forest roads can alter hillslope hydrology by creating compact and less permeable
surfaces (Megahan, 1972), decreasing infiltration (Grace, 2005), and increasing drainage
networks with road surfaces and ditches (Wemple et al., 1996, Croke et al., 2001, Croke and
Mockler, 2001 and Jackson et al., 2005), thus resulting in increased overland flow, erosion, and
sedimentation during rain events. Erosion rates have repeatedly been shown in monitoring and
research studies to be higher from roads, bladed (Wade et al., 2012a) or overland (Sawyers et al.,
2012) skid trails, and log landings, compared to adjacent harvested and undisturbed areas (Yoho,
1980, Rothwell, 1983, Arthur et al., 1998 and Worrell et al., 2011); [cited in Wear, et al., 2013].

Effectiveness of Road BMPs

In terms of the likelihood of sediment delivery, forest road stream crossings represent one of the
most direct pathways for overland flow and sediment transport to stream channels (Lane and
Sheridan, 2002); [cited in Brown, et al., 2013]. It is well documented in the literature that road
surfacing techniques, such as the use of gravel, are used to enhance trafficability and minimize
soil erosion on active roads (Clinton and VVose, 2003; Kochenderfer and Helvey, 1987; Swift,
1984), especially at road-stream crossings [cited in Brown, et al., 2013]. Graveling of road
surfaces reduces sediment production (erosion) by reducing the surface area of soil exposed to
raindrop impact, tire friction, and adverse effects of vehicular weight (by redistributing its force)
(Megahan et al., 1991). However, the gravelling thickness must be adequate to ensure stability
(Grayson, et al., 1993). The gravel protects the road surface and roadside ditch from kinetic
energy of raindrop impact, which loosens sediment material. The gravel surface also increases
the roughness of the road surface, thereby reducing the runoff rate and volume. The reduction in
runoff reduces the transport of sediment from the road surface (Appelboom, et al., 2002) and
within the roadside ditch; as well as decreasing the rate of further sheet erosion. For example:
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Swift's (1984) study showed that placement of a 6-inch lift of 1.5-inch minus crushed
rock reduced sediment production by 70 percent from the unsurfaced condition over a 5-
month period. The gravel achieved this amount of protection even though this period
included 6.46 inches of rainfall in 5 days. In 13.3 months, the gravel with established
grass at the margins of the traveled way reduced sediment production by over 84 percent
compared to 9.5 months when the road was unsurfaced; [cited in Burroughs and King,
1989].

A similar study in West Virginia by Kochenderfer and Helvey (1987) tested roads
surfaced with 6-inch lifts of 3-inch washed gravel (size ranged from 1.5 to 3 inches) and
3-inch crusher-run gravel. Average reductions in sediment production were 88 percent
and 79 percent, respectively, over an unprotected road during the 4-year measurement
period; [cited in Burroughs and King, 1989].

Simulated rainfall was applied to two 100-ft bordered sections of the Rainy Day road,
Nez Perce National Forest, built in "border-zone batholith™ material of gneiss and schist
(Burroughs and others 1985a). The reduction in sediment production by graveling this
road section was 79 percent [cited in Burroughs and King, 1989].

In a study that compared erosion from both bare and graveled road segments, Brown, et
al. (2013) found that bare road segments generated 7.5 times more sediment than
graveled road segments. When evaluating the comparison further, they found that the
“problem roads”, that is, the ones that delivered the most sediment were characterized by
excessive lengths in between water control structures and inadequate surface cover
(Brown, et al., 2013). They concluded that it is necessary to implement BMPs for road
segments that are high-risk areas for water quality impairment; and that the use of
appropriate BMPs can minimize sediment contributions from forest roads, even in
situations where the original road design was not ideal (Brown, et al., 2013). They also
concluded that BMP recommendation to gravel road segments to the top of the approach
that is contributing sediment to the stream and to redistribute stormwater runoff from the
road surface at least 7.6 m before the stream crossing can minimize sediment erosion
from road segments and delivery to high-risk areas for water quality impairment (Brown,
et al., 2013).

Clinton and Vose (2003) evaluated suspended sediment transport from paved, graveled,
and bare road surfaces on controlled test road segments in Georgia. They found that
gravel-surfacing roads reduced sediment erosion by 54%, and a 95% reduction for paved
roads.

In a study of several best management practices for sediment reduction from forest roads
in the coastal plains of North Carolina, Appelboom et al. (2002) found that total runoff
volume for the new gravel road surface treatment summed for all sampled events was
reduced by an average of 39% compared to the non—graveled road surface treatment
(Appelboom, et al., 2002). In addition, total sediment summed for all sampled events
transported to the roadside ditch was reduced by the presence of gravel on the driving
surface by an average of 67% compared to the non—graveled road surface for the new
graveled road surface, and by an average of 54% compared to the non—graveled road
surface for the pre—existing gravel road surface (Appelboom, et al., 2002).
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A number of studies have also shown that road surfaces, as important hydrological pathways,
affect the volume and distribution of overland flow and alter channel network extent, pattern, and
processes (Harr et al., 1975; King and Tennyson, 1984; Montgomery, 1994; Jones and Grant,
1996; Wemple et al., 1996, 2001); [cited in Croke, et al., 2005]. Water control structures, such as
ditches with relief culverts, broad based dips, water bars, and turnouts, are used to drain insloped
road surfaces and minimize the travel length of overland flow (Keller and Sherar, 2003); such
that, increasing number of cross-drains reduces drainage area that collect water, reduces erosion,
and hydrologic connectivity of road segments to streams [cited in Brown, et al., 2013]. For
example:

i.  Croke, et al. (2005) found that gully development below ditch relief culverts was related
to two factors: hillslope gradient and road runoff contributing area; with flow volume and
sediment erosion was increasing with both factors.

ii.  Inastudy of erosion rates from road segments in Virginia, Brown, et al. (2013) found
that the highest sediment delivery rates were associated with inadequate spacing between
water control structures, 90-100% bare soil conditions throughout the year, and a lack of
forest cover.

iii.  Luce and Black (1999) determined that increases in both road length and gradient can
lead to increased erosion. The interaction between length and gradient is strong. For
example, increasing length has little effect if the gradient is low but has a great deal of
effect on roads with high gradients. In general, erosion is proportional to the product of
distance between cross-drains and the square of the slope of the road (EaLS?).

This strongly suggests that reducing spacing between cross-drains, especially on steeper road
segments, dramatically reduces erosion, sediment delivery, and the potential for gullying below
culvert outlets. Road approach length and bare soil percentage are the most important factors
controlling sediment delivery. Fortunately, road approach length and bare soil percentage are
both factors that can be controlled. Therefore, study findings support contemporary BMP
recommendations for the spacing of water control structures at appropriate intervals and to
stabilize road approaches near stream crossings with gravel, mulch, or other suitable material
(Brown, et al., 2013). The road reconstruction and resurfacing work associated with the Clear
Creek Project proposes to reduce spacing of cross-drains along the length of selected sections of
roads and improve the road surface by increasing the amount of gravel, especially at approaches
to watercourses. We are proposing to conduct these activities at locations where sediment
delivery is most problematic, as modeled in NetMap. It is expected that these activities will
reduce long-term, chronic sediment delivery from roads to streams by at least 90%.

K-3



Appendix K
Clear Creek Integrated Restoration Project Effectiveness Of Road BMPs

References

Appelboom, T. W, G. M. Chescheir, R. W. Skaggs, and D. L. Hesterberg. 2002. Management
practices for sediment reduction from forest roads in the coastal plains. Transactions of
the ASAE, Vol. 45(2): 337-344.

Arthur, M.A., G.B. Coltharp, and D.L. Brown. 1998. Effects of best management practices on
forest stream water quality in eastern Kentucky. J. Am. Water Resources Assoc., 34 (3),
pp. 481-495.

Aust, W.M., and C.R. Blinn. 2004. Forestry best management practices for timber harvesting and
site preparation in the eastern United States: an overview of water quality and
productivity research during the past 20 years. Water, Air, Soil Pollution, 4 (1), pp. 3-36.

Beschta, R.L., Pyles, M.R., Skaugset, A.E., Surfleet, C.G., 2000. Peakflow responses to forest
practices in the western cascades of Oregon, USA. Journal of Hydrology. 233, 102-120.

Brown, Kristopher R., W. Michael Aust, Kevin J. McGuire. 2013. Sediment delivery from bare
and graveled forest road stream crossing approaches in the Virginia Piedmont. Forest
Ecology and Management, 310 (2013) 836-846.

Burroughs, Jr., Edward R. and John G. King. 1989. Reduction of Soil Erosion on Forest Roads.
General Technical Report INT-264. United States Department of Agriculture, Forest
Service, Intermountain Research Station. 24 pp.

Clinton, B.D., Vose, J.M., 2003. Differences in surface water quality draining four road surface
types in the southern Appalachians. Southern Journal of Applied Forestry, 27 (2), 100-
106.

Corbett, E.S., J.A. Lynch, and W.E. Sopper. 1978. Timber harvesting practices and water quality
in the Eastern United States. Journal of Forestry, 76 (8), pp. 484-488.

Croke, J.C., P.B. Hairsine, P. Fogarty. 2001. Soil recovery from track construction and
harvesting changes in surface infiltration, erosion, and delivery rates with time. Forest
Ecology and Management, 143 (1), pp. 3-12.

Croke, J., and S. Mockler. 2001. Gully initiation and road-to-stream linkage in a forested
catchment, southeastern Australia. Earth Surface Processes and Landforms, 26, pp. 205—
217.

Croke, J., S. Mockler, P. Fogarty, and I. Takken. 2005. Sediment concentration changes in runoff
pathways from a forest road network and the resultant spatial pattern of catchment
connectivity. Geomorphology, 68, 257-268.

Eisenbies, M.H., Aust, W.M., Burger, J.A., Adams, M.B., 2007. Forest operations, extreme
flooding events, and considerations for hydrologic modeling in the Appalachians — a
review. Forest Ecology and Management, 242 (2-3), 77-98.

Grace, J.M. 2005. Forest operations and water quality in the South. Trans. ASAE, 48 (2) (2005),
pp. 871-880.

Grayson, R.B., S.R. Haydon, M.D.A. Jayasuriya, and B.L. Finlayson. 1993. Water quality in
mountain ash forests — separating the impacts of roads from those of logging operations.
Journal of Hydrology, 150, pp. 459-480.

K-4



Appendix K
Clear Creek Integrated Restoration Project Effectiveness Of Road BMPs

Goode, J.R., Luce, C.H., Buffington, J.M., 2012. Enhanced sediment delivery in a changing
climate in semi-arid mountain basins: Implications for water resource management and
aquatic habitat in the northern Rocky Mountains. Geomorphology, 139, 1-15.

Harr, R.D., Harper, W.C., Krygier, J.T. 1975. Changes in storm hydrographs after road building
and clear-cutting in the Oregon coast range. Water Resources Research, 11, 436-444.

Jackson, C.R., J.K. Martin, D.S. Leigh, and L.T. West. 2005. A southeastern piedmont watershed
budget: evidence for a multi-millennial agricultural legacy. J. Soil Water Conservation,
60 (6), pp. 298-310.

Jones, J.A., Grant, G.E. 1996. Peak flow responses to clear-cutting and roads in small and large
basins, western Cascades, Oregon. Water Resources Research, 32, 959-974.

Keller, G., J. Sherar. 2003. Low-volume roads engineering: Best Management Practices field
guide. US Agency for International Development, USDA Forest Service, Conservation
Management Institute, Virginia Tech. 158 p

King, J.G., Tennyson, L.C. 1984. Alteration of streamflow characteristics following road
construction in north central Idaho. Water Resources Research, 20, 1159- 1163.

Kochenderfer, J.N., Helvey, J.D., 1987. Using gravel to reduce soil losses from minimum-
standard forest roads. J. Soil Water Conservation, 42 (1), 46-50.

La Marche, J.L., Lettenmaier, D.S., 2001. Effects of forest roads on flood flows in the Deschutes
River, Washington. Earth Surface Processes and Landforms, 26, 115-134.

Lane, P.N.J., Sheridan, G.J., 2002. Impact of an unsealed forest road stream crossing: Water
quality and sediment sources. Hydrological Processes, 16 (13), 2599-2612.

Luce, Charles H. and Thomas A. Black. 1999. Sediment production from forest roads in western
Oregon. Water Resources Research, Vol. 35, No. 8, Pages 2561-2570, August 1999.

Keller, G., Sherar, J., 2003. Low-volume roads engineering: Best Management Practices field
guide. US Agency for International Development, USDA Forest Service, Conservation
Management Institute, Virginia Tech. 158 p.

Megahan, W.F., 1972. Subsurface flow interception by a logging road in the mountains of
central Idaho. In: National Symposium on Watersheds in Transition, AWRA, Fort
Collins, CO., pp. 350-356.

Megahan, W. F., S. B. Monsen, and M. D. Wilson. 1991. Probability of sediment yields from
surface erosion on granitic roadfills in Idaho. Journal of Environmental Quality, 20: 53—
60.

Montgomery, D.R. 1994. Road surface drainage, channel initiation, and slope instability. Water
Resources Research, 30, 1925- 1932.

Neary, D.G., Swank, W.T., Riekerk, H., 1989. An overview of nonpoint source pollution in the
southern United States. In: Hook, D.D., Lea, R. (Eds.) Proc. Symp. The Forested
Wetlands of the Southern United States, July 1988, Orlando, FL. USDA Forest Serv.
Southeastern Forest Exp. Sta. Gen, Tech. Rep. SE-50, Asheville, NC, pp. 1-7.

Patric, J.H.. 1976. Soil erosion in the Eastern forest. Journal of Forestry, 74 (10), pp. 671-677.

K-5



Appendix K
Clear Creek Integrated Restoration Project Effectiveness Of Road BMPs

Rothwell, R.L. 1983. Erosion and sediment production at road-stream crossings. Forestry
Chronicle, 59 (2), pp. 62—-66.

Sawyers, B.C., M.C. Bolding, W.M. Aust, and W.A.lL.1.1. Lakel. 2012. Effectiveness and
implementation costs of overland skid trail closure techniques in the Virginia Piedmont.
Journal of Soil Water Conservation, 67 (4), pp. 300-310.

Swift, L.W., 1984. Soil losses from roadbeds and cut and fill slopes in the southern Appalachian
Mountains. South. J. Appl. For. 8 (4), 209-216.

Swift Jr., LW., R.G. Burns. 1999. The three Rs of roads: redesign, reconstruction, restoration.
Journal of Forestry, 97 (8), pp. 40-44.

Wade, C.R., M.C. Bolding, W.M. Aust, W.A.L.L.I. Lakel, and E.B. Schilling. 2012. Comparing
sediment trap data with the USLE-Forest, RUSLE2, and WEPP-Road erosion models for
evaluation of bladed skid trails BMPs. Trans. ASABE, 55 (2), pp. 403-414.

Wear, Laura R., W. Michael Aust , M. Chad Bolding, Brian D. Strahm, C. Andrew Dolloff.
2013. Effectiveness of best management practices for sediment reduction at operational
forest stream crossings. Forest Ecology and Management, VVolume 289, 1 February 2013,
Pages 551-561.

Wemple, B.C., Jones, J.A., Grant, G.E. 1996. Channel network extension by logging roads in
two basins, Western Cascades, Oregon. Water Resources Bulletin, 32, 1195~ 1207.

Wemple, B.C., Swanson, F.J., Jones, J. 2001. Forest roads and geomorphic process interactions,
Cascade Range, Oregon. Earth Surface Processes and Landforms, 26, 191-204.

Worrell, W.C., M.C. Bolding, and W.M. Aust. 2011. Potential soil erosion following skyline
yarding versus tracked skidding on bladed skid trails in the Appalachian region of
Virginia. Southern Journal of Applied Forestry, 35 (3), pp. 131-135.

Yoho, N.S. 1980. Forest management and sediment production in the South — A review.
Southern Journal of Applied Forestry, 4 (1), pp. 27-36.

K-6



Clear Creek Integrated Restoration Project

Appendix L
Responses to DEIS Comments

Appendix L—Responses To DEIS Comments

Letter/
Topic Comment Comment Response
Past, current and reasonably foreseeable
. activities have been accounted for in the
. Disclose the acreages of past, current, and . -
All/Cumulative . - existing condition and have been
reasonably foreseeable logging, grazing, and 03/03 - - -
Effects road-building activities within the Project area; cansidered for patential cumulative
! effects in Chapter 4 of the DEIS and
FEIS.
We agree that the Forest Service should
All/Forest Plan complete a full er}vironmental impact statement
Standards (EIS) for this Project because the scope of the 03/02 An EIS has been developed.
Project will likely have a significant individual
and cumulative impact on the environment.
You have presented three logical, legal, and
realistic alternatives, so none seems to be any
Alternatives kind of phony plan just printed to be knocked 01/04 Thank you
down. All three are workable and legal, if
probably not equally wise.
The same amount of road improvement
and road decommissioning would occur
under all alternatives. The difference in
alternatives is related specifically to the
amount and types of vegetation treatment.
All action alternatives stay well below the
Forest Plan allowable sediment yield
guideline. Sediment yield percent over
...if, in the end, you chose Alt C, then some base for Alternative D is 0 to 4% less
serious argument will be needed to explain the than that of Alternatives B and C for the
Alternatives sediment and poor road obliteration issues. It 01/09 prescription watersheds (DEIS, page
just does not seem obvious to me that Alts B or 141). Total routed sediment percent over
C are really better--in any way--than D. base to the mouth of Clear Creek is 1%
less for Alternative D compared to
Alternatives B and C (DEIS, page 3-
148).Under all alternatives, sediment
levels in streams would be reduced over
the long term as a result of road
improvement and decommissioning (see
Aguatics and Watershed sections of the
FEIS)
The range of alternatives presented in the Draft
EIS is way too narrow and the proposal does
not display an adequate range of alternatives as
required by National Environmental Policy Act See response to previous comment
(NEPA). All action alternatives include #01/09 regarding the difference between
relatively large timber harvest proposals and are the alternatives as they relate to
not sensitive to other resource needs. All vegetation treatments and road
proposals include actions which put other improvement and decommissioning.
resource values at unnecessary risk, when a Effects to soils and high risk landtypes, as
Alt - more moderate proposal could avoid these well as fish, water and wildlife, were also
ernatives 06/75

potential impacts. For example there are 21
units were logging is planned in units that do
not meet regional soil standards. Logging is
planned for high risk landtypes and for streams
that do not meet current Forest Plan standards.
The fact that effects analysis for fish, wildlife
and water quality and vegetation generally
lump the impacts of Alternatives B, C and D
also supports the contention that there is very
little difference in the proposed action

considered and design features will be
implemented in order to minimize those
effects while meeting Forest Plan or
Regional standards and guidelines (see
FEIS Design Features section as well as
the Soils, Fish, Watershed and Wildlife
sections of the FEIS).
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Letter/
Topic Comment Comment Response
alternatives. One or two new alternatives
which are clearly different than the three
existing alternatives are sorely needed and are
required by NEPA.
New alternatives could include the non-
controversial items such as the 1,887 acres of
precommercial thinning, 41 acres of grass
restoration, and 1,371 acres of prescribe fire.
All timber harvest could be deferred on stands
not meeting regional soil standards or in stands
located on high risk landtypes. Restoration of The Decision Maker was presented a
these units could be completed without timber variety of alternatives including road
harvest. Timber harvest could focus on drier decommissioning without timber harvest
breakland types where there is no landslide risk or prescribed fire, prescribed fire only,
and the effect of fire suppression is more and harvest with no temporary road
pronounced. More mesic old growth and construction. These alternatives were
mature stands in upland areas could be considered but not analyzed in detail (see
maintained (especially those stands dominated DEIS and FEIS) because they would not,
by western red cedar). Retention of older stands or would only barely meet the purpose
could be distributed to favor species in need of and need for vegetation improvement and
Alternatives these habitats like the goshawk, pileated 06/76 the production of goods and services
woodpecker, fisher and marten. Cutting could related to tree mortality. They would only
also be deferred in drainages where forest plan minimally meet the goals and objectives
water quality habitats are not being achieved of the CFLR Act. In addition, the Clear
regardless if there is an upward trend or not. Creek area is designated by the Forest
Cutting of stands that have not reached Plan as a timber management area.
culmination of mean annual increment could The “Alternatives Considered but
also be deferred. Sensitive plant populations Eliminated from Detailed Study” section
could be located and protected instead of just of the FEIS describes alternatives that
assuming that they will be OK with no analysis. were considered by the IDT, but
Roads could be closed or obliterated in areas dismissed from detailed consideration.
were elk habitat security or water quality
objectives are not being achieved. Water yield
(ECASs) should be kept under the 15% ECA
(good condition) guideline in all watersheds. In
short, more balanced alternatives are needed
that protect all resources.
See response to comment 06/76. Three
. . N . alternatives were addressed in the DEIS
Alternatives This project involves too much logging. 22/01 and FEIS with varying levels of timber
harvest.
The Decision Maker was presented a
variety of alternatives including road
decommissioning without timber harvest
or prescribed fire, prescribed fire only,
and harvest with no temporary road
construction. These alternatives were
Many of the negative impacts that the Forest considered but not analyzed in detail (see
) h . DEIS and FEIS) because they would not,
Service describes for Alternative A could be or would only barely meet the purpose
Alternatives addressed with another alternative that includes 06/16

correction of these factors and perhaps even a
small amount of timber harvest.

and need for vegetation improvement and
the production of goods and services
related to tree mortality. They would only
minimally meet the goals and objectives
of the CFLR Act. In addition, the Clear
Creek area is designated by the Forest
Plan as a timber management area.

The “Alternatives Considered but
Eliminated from Detailed Study” section
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of the FEIS describes alternatives that
were considered by the IDT, but
dismissed from detailed consideration.
See response to comment #06/16. The
IDT identified, and maximized the
amount of road work proposed in order to
provide maximum benefits to streams and
to address the problem roads in the area
(see FEIS Aquatics section). These
activities are in addition to the already
cleared culvert replacements (for fish
There would be no need for additional NEPA if passage) and road decomm_lssmnmg in
L . . the southern end of the project area
the Forest Service included an alternative to fix
s (South Fork/West Fork Clear Cr Road
problem roads and culverts and decommission L
- Decom EA). These activities are currently
all problem roads. Such an alternative could A . .
- L being implemented in the drainage. All
include other non-controversial items such as .
. - o alternatives would allow for the
Alternatives the 1,887 acres of precommercial thinning, 41 06/17 . .
: continued improvement of stream
acres of grass restoration, and 1,371 acres of ..
- - - conditions throughout the watershed. The
prescribed fire. Perhaps even some timber -
. . - Forest Plan allows for harvest to occur in
harvest could be scheduled in drainages which . .
. drainages not meeting Forest Plan water
are truly meeting Forest Plan goals for water lity obiecti | d
uality, fish and wildlife. quality objectives as long as an upwar
g ' trend can be shown. Clarification of
upward trend has been included in the
Aquatics section of the FEIS. Effects to
streams from timber harvest and
temporary road construction are expected
to be minimal to non-existent based on
past monitoring and the proposed design
features (see Aquatics and Watershed
sections in the FEIS).
The DEIS has not presented a reasonable range
of alternatives as required by the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). You
Alternatives present “no action” and three extensive timber 08/01 See response to comment #06/16.
program alternatives (61.8 mmbf to 85.2
mmbf)-- essentially, no significant difference in
the action alternatives.
An alternative was developed that did not
have openings larger than 40 acres to
You need to present and evaluate a timber der_nonstrate _the need for larger patches.
. S . This alternative would produce between
Alternatives harvest alternative in the neighborhood of 15 to 08/03
20 to 30 mmbf. Please refer to the
30 mmbf. . .
alternatives considered but not analyzed
in detail section of the FEIS for further
discussion.
. Alternatives should have been developed that . .
Alternatives didn’t log in old growth. 12/02 No logging proposed in old growth
A “No New Road” alternative was
Alternatives Alternatives should have been developed that 12/03 discussed in the DEIS on page 2-12.
don’t build new roads. Alternative D was developed to address
this concern.
The massive amount of logging allowed in all Reasonable alternatives to the proposed
the alternatives but the no-action alternative is action should fulfill the purpose and need
unconscionable. | believe you have violated the and address unresolved conflicts related
Alternatives requirements of the National Environmental 20/01 to the proposed action. The alternatives

Policy Act (NEPA) by not developing
alternatives other than the massive 62-85
million board feet of logging. The 10,000 acres

presented in the FEIS satisfy these
requirements, and constitute a reasonable
range of alternatives to the proposed
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of logging you propose is ridiculously high. action.
A “No new road” alternative was
You must reject this proposal, and develop discussed in the DEIS on page 2-12.
Alternatives alternatives that don't log old growth forests, as 20/04 Alternative D was developed to address
well as alternatives that don't build new roads. this concern. No logging is proposed in
old growth
Thank you for your comments. The
Forest Supervisor will carefully consider
Conversely, some CBC members felt that all public input as well as the ecological,
further consideration of Alternative D is social and economic impacts of the
warranted based on strategic, efficiency, soils, project during the decision making
and other considerations. That is, Alternative D process.
still represents a significant level of timber We appreciate your interest in
harvest and landscape-scale restoration while transportation planning and ensure we
responding to an issue with strong public meet the Forest Plan goal of Provide a
interest. At the end of the day, the CBC wants stable and cost efficient transportation
to see the project implemented expeditiously, system through construction,
ensuring the purpose and need and other reconstruction, maintenance or
Alternatives requirements are met. Some CBC members feel 27/09 transportation system management.
that incorporating some of the reduced However a Forest-wide analysis is
temporary road elements of Alternative D could beyond the scope of this project and
increase the likelihood of success and ensure would supply information that is not
timely implementation. This discussion and necessary for a decision. The IDT has
deliberation helps to underscore the ongoing done a thorough transportation system
need for internal CBC discussions with regards analysis for the Clear Creek drainage and
to forest wide road management considerations. separated out numerous construction,
Development of a forest wide roads analysis reconstruction, maintenance and
should assist in this process for the Forest decommissioning projects. We would
Service, as well as for external parties. also agree there is ongoing need for
continued internal CBC discussions about
National Forest Management.
The other main concern is the integrity of the
NEPA and public involvement process. It is
Alternatives f:lear that aII_ action altern_atives are very similar
in that they include massive logging. How does 28/03 See answer to 20/01.
this comply with NEPA, which requires a
reasonable array of alternatives and an
objective analysis before decisions are made?
The DEIS does not include an action alternative All action alternatives propose and
that stays out of old growth (so-called analyze watershed restoration activities
improvement cuts); it does not fully analyze a (road improvement and
watershed restoration alternative; it does not decommissioning). The activities are the
analyze an alternative that would build no new same for all alternatives and address the
roads; it doesn’t analyze an alternative that does need to provide for a continued upward
not follow the forest plan DFCs (2-12); it does trend in stream conditions. See response
. not analyze an action alternative that restricts to #06/1, 08/03, and 12/03.
Alternatives . - 28/06 - ) .
openings from logging to 40 acres as per An alternative that considered openings
NFMA,; and it does not analyze an alternative 40 acres and less was considered to show
that won’t exceed soil standards immediately the effects of patch size and fire spread to
after logging. These are only some of problems support the regional forester request to
with the DEIS in terms of alternatives. In sum, exceed the 40 acre opening size. Please
DEIS doesn’t analyze a reasonable alternative refer to the “Alternatives Considered but
in terms of logging and restoration. All action Eliminated from Detailed Study” section
alternatives are massive in the scale of change. of the FEIS.
Almost all roads within the project area
Alternatives/Eir Plgase provide an qlternative that eliminates con?ain. spotted knapweed and some form
units that have noxious weeds present on roads 03/77 of fire is necessary in order to treat slash

e

within units from fire management proposals.

loads created by logging activities. Pre-
treatment of roads prior to harvest would
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occur where necessary to reduce the seed
source. Standard contract requirements
for washing logging equipment prior to
entering the area would also be required.
Few roads occur near the boundary where
prescribed fire is planned. These units
have a lower risk of road-related weed
spread. The cooperative weed program
continues to spray along several of the
main roads in order to keep weeds in
check.

CBC

In 2010, the CBC worked with the Forest
Service to submit a Collaborative Forest
Landscape Restoration Program (CFLRP)
Proposal for the Selway-Middle Fork
Clearwater Project, which includes the Clear
Creek Project Area. We appreciate that the
DEIS recognized the role of the CBC in
developing this project.

27/01

We appreciate the time the CBC has
spent with project level collaboration. We
feel this partnership will ultimately lead
more socially, ecologically and
economically desirable projects that will
help to strengthen the communities within
the Clearwater Basin.

Climate
Change

Disclose the impact of climate change on the
efficacy of the proposed treatments;

03/33

The long-term ability of forests to
sequester carbon depends in part on their
resilience to multiple stresses, including
increasing probability of drought stress,
high severity fires and large scale insect
outbreaks associated with projected
climate change. Resilience would be
increased by managing these forested
areas.

Unlike other forest regions worldwide
that are a net source of carbon to the
atmosphere, U.S. forests are a strong net
carbon sink, absorbing more carbon than
they emit (Houghton 2003; US EPA
2010, pg. 7-14; Heath, et al. 2011). For
the period 2000 to 2008, U.S. forests
sequestered (removed from the
atmosphere, net) approximately 481.1
teragrams (Tg) of carbon dioxide per
year, with harvested wood products
sequestering an additional 101 Tg per
year (Heath et al 2011) . Our National
Forests accounted for approximately 30
percent of that net annual sequestration.
National Forests contribute
approximately 3 Tg carbon dioxide to the
total stored in harvested wood products,
compared to about 92 Tg from harvest on
private lands. In 2011, timber harvest
occurred on approximately 0.1% of
National Forest system lands. Within the
U.S., land use conversion from forest to
other uses (primarily for development or
agriculture) are identified as the primary
human activities exerting negative
pressure on the carbon sink that currently
exists in this country’s forests (McKinley,
etal. 2011; Ryan, et al. 2010; Conant, et
al. 2007). When harvesting occurs on
National Forests, the affected forests
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remain forests, not converted to other
land uses, and long-term forest services
and benefits are maintained.
We also recognize that the project may provide
Climate opportunities to diversify the landscape in light
Change of pending climatic shifts that may impact the 27103 See the responise to 03/33.
area.
Climate Disclose the impact of the proposed project on
Change/Carbon | the carbon storage potential of the area; 03/34 See the response to 03/33.
Do unlogged old growth forests store more
Climate carbon than the wood products_that WOL_JId be 03/61 See the response to 03/33.
Change/Carbon | removed from the same forest in a logging
operation?
What is the cumulative effect of National Forest
. logging on U.S. carbon stores? How many
ch Climate acres of National Forest lands are logged every 03/62 See response o 03/33.
ange/Carbon .
year? How much carbon is lost by that
logging?
Is this Project consistent with “research
recommendations (Krankina and Harmon 2006)
for protecting carbon gains against the potential
Climate impacts of f“EEer cIimaFe change’_? T_ha} study See response to 03/33.
Chanae/Carbon recommends [|]npr_<ea5|ng or mal_ntalnlng the 03/63
g forest area by avoiding deforestation,” and
y g ;
states that “protecting forest from logging or
clearing offer immediate benefits via prevented
emissions.”
Published scientific reports indicate that climate Increased resilience can maintain the
change will be exacerbated by logging due to overall ability of forested stands to store
the loss of carbon storage. Additionally, carbon at a very local scale (FEIS,
published scientific reports indicate that climate Chapter 3, Vegetation, Climate
change will lead to increased wildfire severity Change). The impacts to climate change
(including drier and warmer conditions that due to the short term reduction of carbon
may render obsolete the proposed effects of the stocks from this project are expected to
Project). The former indicates that the Clear be miniscule on the global scale. After
Creek Project may have a significant adverse reviewing all of the above publications, it
effect on the environment, and the latter is reasonable to expect that under many
undermines the central underlying purpose of harvest scenarios, carbon sequestration in
the Project. Therefore, the Forest Service must forests would be less than if no harvest
candidly disclose, consider, and fully discuss were to occur (either by thinning or by
the published scientific papers discussing clearcutting). However, the amounts of
Climate climate change in these two contexts. At least carbon that can be sequestered from
the Forest Service should discuss the following forests that are harvested and forests that
Change/Carbon e - 03/140 . h
Storage studies: Depro, Brooks M., Brian C. Murray, are not harvested can be quite variable.

Ralph J. Alig, and Alyssa Shanks. 2008. Public
land, timber harvests, and climate mitigation:
quantifying carbon sequestration potential on
U.S. public timberlands. Forest Ecology and
Management 255: 1122-1134; Harmon, Mark
E. 2001. Carbon sequestration in forests:
addressing the scale question. Journal of
Forestry 99:4: 24-29; Harmon, Mark E,
William K. Ferrell, and Jerry F. Franklin. 1990.
Effects of carbon storage of conversion of old-
growth forest to young forests. Science 247:
4943: 699-702; Harmon, Mark E, and Barbara
Marks. 2002. Effects of silvicultural practices
on carbon stores in Douglas-fir — western
hemlock forests in the Pacific Northwest, USA:

Such differences depend on location,
forest type, time between disturbances
and type of disturbances (insects, fire,
harvest rotations, disease, etc.). All the
above papers were written about the
Pacific Northwest where disturbances
from fire, disease, insects on those forest
types are much different than that in the
Intermountain West. Certainly, one can
conclude some basic tenets about forestry
and carbon sequestration, but the
magnitude of differences may be
considerable. The amount of greenhouse
gas mitigation that can be gained from
eliminating timber harvesting on all
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results from a simulation model. Canadian National Forest lands is small relative to
Journal of Forest Research 32: 863-877; current U.S. or worldwide GHG
Homann, Peter S., Mark Harmon, Suzanne emissions. The gains in carbon storage
Remillard, and Erica A.H. Smithwick. 2005. that can be obtained may be more
What the soil reveals: potential total ecosystem theoretical than real (Gan and McCarl
C stores of the Pacific Northwest region, USA. 2007; Murray 2008; Wear and Murray
Forest Ecology and Management 220: 270-283; 2004, McKinley, et al. 2011; Ryan, et al.
McKenzie, Donald, Ze’ev Gedalof, David L. 2010; Harmon 2009). This would be
Peterson, and Philip Mote. 2004. Climatic especially true if global warming brings
change, wildfire, and conservation. with it an increased threat of severe
Conservation Biology 18:4: 890 -902. wildfires and other forest disturbances as
some project (Galik and Jackson 2009;
Dale, et al. 2001; Barton 2002;
Breashears and Allen 2002; Westerling
and Bryant 2008; Running 2006a; Littell,
et al. 2009; Boisvenue and Running
2010). At the very least, fuels treatments
will not be a major source of GHG
emissions. The emissions that do occur
will come primarily from relatively
unstable carbon stocks (e.g. forest stands
at risk to natural disturbances) and will be
compensated for over time by increased
radial growth in the trees left standing. A
total of 1,371 acres are proposed for
prescribed burning in the Clear Creek
Integrated Restoration Project under all
action alternatives. The amount of carbon
that could even potentially be released
into the atmosphere from this project is
infinitesimally small with respect to the
larger issue of climate change. These
articles were reviewed by members of the
interdisciplinary team..
Climate Do unlogged old growth forests store more
carbon than the wood products that would be This is a duplicate comment. Please see
Change/Carbon d f the same forest in a loggin 03/157 the response to 03/33
Storage removed from gging p .
operation?
What is the cumulative effect of National Forest
Climate logging on U.S. carbon stores? How many
Change/Carbon | acres of National Forest lands are logged every 03/158 See the response to 3/140.
Storage year? How much carbon is lost by that
logging?
Is this Project consistent with “research
recommendations (Krankina and Harmon 2006)
for protecting carbon gains against the potential
Climate impacts of future climate change? That study
Change/Carbon | recommends “[i]ncreasing or maintaining the 03/159 See the response to 3/140.
Storage forest area by avoiding deforestation,” and
states that “protecting forest from logging or
clearing offer immediate benefits via prevented
emissions.”
The US,',:S has been using _Collaboratlve - This is not true. The CBC was convened
Groups” to recommend national forest projects b -
for almost a decade. As is the case here, the y Senator Mike Crapo and r_nembers
. . . ' selected by the group’s steerin
Collaboration | collaborative group is portrayed as a sample of 02/02 y the group 9

forest users. In reality, the USFS selects each
collaborative group member carefully to assure
they support the project the USFS wants to

committee.
The USFS was not responsible for
member selection.

L-7
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implement.
Past logging and roads are considered in
the existing conditions for the project area
for each of the resources. Past and
historical vegetation management
Even though ecological restoration is not the practices were primarily clearcuttl_ng
AU followed by either broadcast burning or
project’s priority, the NEPA document must at o . P LY
SO . ) dozer piling which eliminated a high risk
least identify all the existing ecological ST
S . fuel situation in those areas.
liabilities caused by past management actions. s .
L The roads within Clear Creek occur in
. This includes poorly located or poorly : -
Cumulative N A N good locations near ridgetops and on
maintained roads, high-risk fuel situations 03/114 ) -
Effects - - . - stable landtypes (see Aquatics section of
caused by earlier vegetation manipulation h - .
: A . the FEIS). Field reviews show that while
projects, wildlife security problems by open .
. : road maintenance may not occur on a
motorized roads and trails plus those that are : -
. . regular basis, the roads are in excellent
closed but violated—and include all those h ith onlv isol - |
impacts in the analyses shape with only isolated erosion. Op y
' 55% of the roads are open to motorized
use and elk security is higher than
recommended over most of the drainage.
Please see the FEIS, Chapter 3 for more
information.
Droppm_g private Iar]ds f_or the analy_S|s is not Existing conditions and proposed
appropriate for considering cumulative effects : L
. ) - vegetation management activities on
Cumulative and the overall importance of forest service : .
P - . 06/42 private lands were considered and are
Effects lands for the individual species. The condition -
. discussed throughout the FEIS (Chapter
of the private land should have been at least 3)
discussed for the entire Clear Creek drainage. '
See response to 06/42. The Forest Plan
The analysis of cumulative effects was flawed requires the use of the NEZSED maodel;
and incomplete. The outdated, inaccurate however professional judgment and past
NEZSED model was used for Forest Service monitoring of similar projects was also
proposed activities. However, several used to assess of potential effects of
Cumulative significant actions were not evaluated: Eastside 08/18 proposed activities. These are discussed
Effects Allotment (livestock grazing), Clear Ridge in the FEIS. Private lands, grazing on the
Road Decommissioning, timber harvest of Clear Creek portion of the Eastside
Idaho state lands, and private land harvest. A Allotment, and Clear Ridge Road
credible cumulative effects analysis has to be Decommissioning were considered in the
conducted. aquatic habitat analysis and are included
in the FEIS.
Since many of the benefits of this project won't
be realized for a century or more, a long-term
vision for the landscape is necessary. There will
be both costs and benefits to a variety of
wildlife species in both the short and long term,
and these will change over time (as described in
Cumulative the cumulative effects). For a particular species,
Effects/lLong | what may constitute a cost today may become a
Term-Short benefit in the future. The necessity of forest 17/02 No answer needed
Term opening for the reestablishment of early sera!
tree species provides an appropriate example.
Even for interior forest species, the creation of
larger young patches (a short-term cost) will, in
the long-term, provide larger patches of older
forest with a more natural species composition
(a long-term gain).
. For every project proposal, it is important that Monitoring of the grazing allotment has
Cumulative ) - . R
. the results of past monitoring be incorporated occurred and the information is briefly
Effects/Monitor | . ; L 03/118 o - .
ing into planning. All Interdisciplinary Team summarized in the Aquatics section of the

Members should be familiar with the results of

FEIS and included in the project record.
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all past monitoring pertinent to the project area, Implementation monitoring (through
and any deficiencies of monitoring that have contract administration) has been
been previously committed to. For that reason, conducted and continues on the SF/WF
we expect that the following be included in the Road Decommissioning Project and the
NEPA documents or project files: A list of all Clear Creek Culvert Replacement Project.
past projects (completed or ongoing) Forest Plan Monitoring for consistency
implemented in the proposed project area related to cobble embeddedness in
watersheds. < The results of all monitoring streams is presented in the Aquatics
done in the project area as committed to in the section of the FEIS. There are no
NEPA documents of those past projects. « The designated Forest Plan stream
results of all monitoring done in the proposed monitoring/evaluation sights in Clear
project area as a part of the Forest Plan Creek.
monitoring and evaluation effort. « A
description of any monitoring, specified in
those past project NEPA documents or the
Forest Plan for proposed project area, which
has yet to be gathered and/or reported.
Design criteria should be clarified with regards
to units with high subsurface erosion potential
(Design Criteria #5, page 2-5). The Design You are correct, all skid trails, landings,
Criteria indicates that only high subsurface and temporary roads would be limited to
erosion potential units will have special the extent possible and would be
considerations regarding restoration of skid decommissioned. Design criteria #5 was
trails and landings, however later in the DEIS, established specifically for high
in Design Criteria #8 and in Sec. 3.5.6, it states subsurface erosion areas. Design criteria
that all temporary roads, skid trails and landings 6 and 7 were established to minimize the
will be restored (decommissioned and extent of all new detrimental disturbance.
Design Criteria decompacted). The CBC recommends that the 27/19 Design criteria #8 discusses
design criteria be clarified to ensure that all skid decompaction for all skid trails in all
trails and landings should be limited to the units, regardless of extent of detrimental
extent possible and that all skid trails and disturbance.
landings will be decommissioned. If For Design Criteria 6 and 7, the DEIS
practicability makes restoration of any harvest should have referenced section 3.5. 6,
areas unrealistic, moderate subsurface erosion pages3-43, 44).
risk areas, and/or areas that exceed the 15% soil The FEIS has been updated to address
standard should be considered for special this concern. See the soil report for
measures, at a minimum. With regards to soil further clarification.
Design Criteria #6 and 7, the DEIS references
section 3.6.5 erroneously.
Operation of equipment on slopes over
35% is being considered based on
reviews of ground disturbance on area
where this has taken place. The review
indicated that this treatment had
acceptable impacts under certain
. . conditions. The intent is to allow the
Operation of some machinery on steeper slopes les t in flexible to accommodate
Design Criteria | may be appropriate to limit operator risk and 27/20 sales to remain Fexibi
liability. modern Iog_glng technlques where they
are compatible to meeting resource
objectives. Soils Design Criteria #9
establishes that machinery can be
operated on slopes steeper than 35% with
approval of the project soil specialist.
This would occur on site-specific, field
reviewed locations
. To the extent that additional landslide prone You are correct. If additional landslide
Design . e . . . e
Criteria/Alterna | 27€as are |dept|f|ed C!urlng'prqject layout and 27/18 prone areas are identified, the area vyould
tives implementation, design criteria should be excluded from harvest and a 100

incorporate direction to adopt PACFISH

PACFISH buffer would be added. This
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buffers for these areas as well. While it may not change will be added to the FEIS.
be required, we encourage consideration of Monitoring of winter logging has shown
winter logging in some of the units to further that detrimental soil disturbance is
reduce soil impacts, when the ground is frozen reduced as long as frozen ground or
or covered by at least 6” of snow. We recognize depths of snow conditions are met.
that operational costs (i.e. plowing) can impact Winter logging could be utilized in the
the operability of winter logging; however, in implementation of this project, but would
some areas where anticipated detrimental not be required.
disturbance is highest, winter logging should be
considered to effectively mitigate those
impacts.
If an action alternative is selected by the
decisionmaker, the Economics
Environmental Consequences section of
the FEIS indicates that the timber volume
is scheduled to be sold through 5 different
sales over a 5-year period, starting in
2015. Typical sale duration would be 4
. . L . L years each; the last sale would be
Documentation | Disclose the timeline for implementation; 03/17 completed in 2023, for a total of about 8
years of harvest activities. Post-harvest
reforestation and site preparation work
could continue for up to 5 years following
harvest on the last sale, creating a
potential end date of 2028, for a total of
13 years of harvest plus post-harvest
activities.
With the very vocal proposal in Idaho to
transfer USFS lands to the state, I'm sure you're
Documentation | 2WVare thz.it the public very much wants an . 05/03 Please see the response to 20/01.
increase in timber harvest. Frankly, | would like
to see in the future a "mega EIS" along the lines
of the Four Forest Initiative (4FRI) in Arizona.
For a guy who has read literally hundreds of
EIS's over the years, I'm very impressed with
this one. It's not too long...as in not "lawsuit
proofed.” It's clear, concise, and loaded with
relevant facts and tables. A lot of EIS's now a
days hardly even mention "vegetation." The
public doesn't really give a crap about MIS...but
Documentation | they do want to know what the forest will look 05/20 Thank you
like when you're done. I like the tables on "age
class, tree size, successional stages.” Few EIS's
show "age class and tree size." Helps with the
visualization. The public doesn't have a clue
about successional stages, but they can
visualize tree size and age. Over all, job well
done.
Please assure that 1) the natural resource Chapter 3 of the FEIS includes a
damage caused by this timber sale is described discussion of potential environmental
Documentation in detail in Chapter 3 of the final NEPA _ 10/03 effects due to t?mber harvest. The
document, and 2) the documents contained in references section of the FEIS has been
the attachments to these comments are included updated to include the documents
in the Reference section. contained in the attachments to Letter 10.
Finally, we have some specific questions with Mean patch size is increased by reducing
regards to statements and tables in the DEIS the incidence of small fragmented patches
Documentation | and encourage you to clarify the following in 27/16 of older single and multi-story structural

the FEIS: Clarify how the implementation of
Alternatives B, C and D would result in an

classes.
The statement on 3-71 should be “All
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increase in the mean patch size of old structural activities within the focus areas were
classes (both multi-story and single-story), see designed to create a disturbance
table 3-25. Amend the apparent incorrect pattern...”
statement on page 3-71 that states, “All The statement on 3-75 means that
activities would occur within the Focus areas.” commercial thinning will only occur in
Clarify the statement (page 3-75) that “All stands that have not reached the
action alternatives were designed to address the culmination of mean annual increment.
issue of stands not reaching the culmination of The typographical error has been fixed in
mean annual increment.” Correct the apparent the FEIS.
misstatement on page 3-101 that “Alternative D
does not conduct” regeneration and
improvement harvest. According to our review
Alternative D conducts 2,178 acres of
regeneration and 211 acres of improvement
harvest.
The documents should be edited by an English
teacher and presented to the public in Plain The NEPA documents, legal ads, scoping
English --on the Internet. Along with all materials, and many other documents
Documentation | planning discussions, scientific documentation, 30/03 pertinent to this project are written in
etc. Plus, the website should have a standard, English and are posted on the Forest
common sense URL and remain in place website.
indefinitely.
The DEIS includes Chapter 3, Environmental
Consequences. The DEIS does not include a
Chapter titled Affected Environment (current
. co_nd_ltlons). Althc_)ugh_ initially it appeared to be This concern has been addressed in the
Documentation | missing, after review it was clear that the 33/04 Fi
- N - inal EIS.
information is discussed in Chapter 3. For
clarity, we request that Chapter 3 be relabeled
Affected Environment and Environmental
Consequences.
I've spent years reading USFS EIS's and EA's,
and was drawn to this project because of it's
Documentation "collaborative" nature. | was so impressed w_ith
/Collaboration the EIS that I felt c_ompelled to comment on it 05/01 Thank you
when | read it had just been opened for
comments. Frankly, I think the project should
be a model for the Northern Region.
The DEIS states that the DEIS DFCs are By creating a landscape that is dominated
consistent with the forest plan DFCs. Even so by a diversity of plant species, age
they are different. Specifically, how are the new classes, and disturbance patterns that will
D . DFCs in the DEIS the same as those in the trend the analysis area towards resistance
ocumentation I o i ;
IDEC’s forest plan. Why wasn’t a site-specific plan 28/04 ar_1d resilience to future change agent is
amendment done to adopt these new DFCs? directly supported by the forest plan goals
Thus, isn’t this DEIS functioning as a forest objectives, and standards. This is evident
plan amendment without going through the if one keeps this in mind as the forest
legitimate and legal amendment process? plan is read.
Specifically, neither the Selway and Middle
Fork Clearwater Rivers Subbasin Assessment .
The forest plan directly supports
nor the watershed assessment document have S S
. L maintaining a diversity of plant
gone through the NEPA analysis and decision . h si ize cl
process to look at a range of alternatives or to communities, patch sizes, size classes,
Documentation | consider cumulative impacts. It has not been and age _classes across the forest. The
. 28/05 DFC’s simply quantify the range of those

IDFC’s

adopted into the forest plan though the DEIS
vegetation goals and DFCs are based on its
“recommendations.” (See page I-5). This is
crucial because no alternatives to these new
DFCs have been considered even though they
are not part of the forest plan. The cumulative

conditions based on ecological processes
and plant community dynamics. This
“change indirection” occurred in 1987
when the current forest plan was signed.
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effects of that change indirection has not been
analyzed either.
We agree that the Forest Service should This comment was _submltFec_i _for ke
. : EIS, so clearly, project activities are
. complete a full environmental impact statement ; : -
Documentation - . being analyzed in an EIS. A Final EIS
(EIS) for this Project because the scope of the 03/01 : - . o
/EIS - e T N disclosing all direct, indirect, and
Project will likely have a significant individual . .
A - cumulative effects on the environment
and cumulative impact on the environment.
has been prepared.
The amendment to the Forest Plan is an
administrative action. The amendment
would better align Forest Plan standards
with the Regional soil quality standards.
The Tribe notes that the Forest's proposal to Ur_m_l a new_Forest Plan 1S establls_hed,
) . this issue will be dealt with on a site-
amend the Soils section of the Nez Plan meets o . .
. . specific, project NEPA analysis.
neither the Purpose of nor the Need for Action -
- - - The soils amendment does not weaken
(Section 1.3). Rather, this amendment simply
- L - . the Forest Plan standards. The Forest
facilitates, administratively, the implementation
. Plan currently does not allow any
of the Project. Furthermore, amendment of the R - . A
. . : activity, including soil restoration, in
Documentation | Soils section of the Forest Plan as proposed Lo :
. : units with over 20% detrimental
/FP would weaken soil quality standards below that 21/14 - - .
S A disturbance. This amendment will allow
Amendments | of the existing Forest Plan, facilitating S .
. . . for achieving the vegetation purpose and
treatment of three units which would otherwise : . .
- need, as well as improving soil
be precluded from management under this L . .

- - conditions. Regional soil guidance allows
proposal. The T1ibe recommends that this and for activities to occur in units that are not
other desired amendments to the Forest Plan be . : -

; . currently meeting standards in provide a
separated from this Project and evaluated . S .

g net improvement in soil quality through
within a separate NEP A framework. . L A
restoration activities. By utilizing
existing skid trails and landings, there
would be little to no increase in
detrimental soil disturbance. (FEIS, Soils
section and Appendix D).
The Tribe notes that the Forest's proposal to
amend the Nez Perce Forest Plan Appendix N
definition of old growth meets neither the
Purpose of nor the Need for Action (Section
1.3)._ R_ather, this ame_ndment S|mply facilitates, The amendment to the Forest Plan is an
administratively, the implementation of the S - -
. . - administrative action. The amendment
Project. The Tribe further notes that this -
. would better align Forest Plan standards
proposed amendment does not appear in with the Regional standards (Green et a
Chapter 1 of the DEIS ("Purpose of and Need 9 .
. A - . 19921). Until a new Forest Plan is
Documentation | for Action™). An evaluation of the direct, . . . .
S S . established, this issue will be dealt with
[FP indirect, and cumulative impacts of this 21/15 . e . .
- p on a site-specific, project NEPA analysis.
Amendments | amendment does not appear in Appendix D or s
. The Green et al definitions are regarded
elsewhere in the DEIS. Amendment of the « . . "
S as the “best available science” for the
definition of old growth as proposed would T -
. - classification of old growth at the site-
make available additional areas for treatment . ;
. . specific level. See FEIS Appendix D for
which would otherwise be precluded from
. . the amendment.
management under this proposal. The Tribe
recommends that this and other desired
amendments to the Forest Plan be separated
from this Project and evaluated within a
separate NEPA framework.
. In reviewing the harvest maps for Alternative The maps do not show all of the RHCA
Documentation - . - .
C, it appears the over-all patch sizes are much 13/06 buffers or other retention areas within
/Maps - - . , :
larger than depicted with by ‘averages’. each unit.
Documentation While the project maps do include system trails The system trails would be protected
on the maps, the design features to protect trails 16/01 during harvest activities; design criteria

/Maps

are missing from the DEIS.

will be developed in the FEIS to state that
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designated trails will be protected.

Documentation
/Public
Involvement

The EPA is supportive of the Forest's
collaborative effort to develop actions that
would improve the historic range of variability
on the landscape. The DEIS is robust and
clearly describes information gathered from
public scoping efforts and includes a summary
of other relevant plans that affect the proposed
activities (e.g., PACFISH/INFISH).

33/01

Thank you

Documentation
[Purpose and
Need

All proposed alternatives treat large acreages of
stands which have presumably culminated and
this level of harvest should more than exceed
the purpose and need described for the project.

06/06

See response to comment 20/01

Documentation
[Purpose and
Need

We appreciate that the project represents a shift
in the management of the Nez Perce-Clearwater
National Forests towards landscape-scale
restoration, with an emphasis on retention and
trending the landscape towards desired future
conditions, appropriate patch sizes and
functioning watersheds. We also strongly
support the fact that the project proposes
significant levels of timber harvest to achieve
local economic goals supporting increased
employment, which is a primary objective in
addition to restoration work of the Selway-
Middle Fork CFLRP project of which Clear
Creek is a keystone area.

27/02

Thank you for your comments. We have
shown that responsible forest
management can result in timber outputs
that support the local economy.

Documentation
[Purpose and
Need

Specifically, the Forest and ID Team are to be
commended for the large scale of this proposal,
as it represents what many agency leaders and
interested publics have been suggesting is
needed to achieve some of the following
benefits of a landscape level approach to
national forest management: NEPA efficiency
- getting more “bang for our buck,” in terms of
an ongoing reduction of planning resources
(dollars and personnel). Project scale
significance - moving forest vegetation
composition, structure and function toward
desired conditions. Increased timber outputs —
contributing to the objectives supported by the
CFLRP proposal, and strongly supported by the
CBC and local communities. Reduced
cumulative effects - Management actions treat
more acres and concentrates activity in shorter
time frame, allowing for extended period of
recovery, growth and forest development,
thereby reducing the need for regular reentry
and associated impacts.

27/04

We appreciate your observations.

Documentation
/References

None of the scientific documents listed in the
attachments to these comments are listed or
cited in the References section of this DEIS.
This is called lying by omission.

10/02

The references section of the Final EIS
has been updated to address this concern.

Documentation
/References

Please include (and cite) the source documents
for the opposing views contained in the
attachments to these comments in the
References section of the final EIS. When
describing the environmental effects of the
timber sale activities to the countless natural

10/04

Chapter 3 of the FEIS includes a
discussion of potential environmental
effects due to timber harvest. The
references section of the FEIS has been
updated to include the documents
contained in the attachments to Letter 10.
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resources in the project area please cite the
resource damage described in the source
documents contained in the attachments.

Documentation
/References

Please comply with 40 C.F.R. § 1502.9(a) by
responding to each opposing view in
Attachments #land #4.

10/05

The Forest Service has reviewed the
literature citations and has provided a
response in the table below.

Documentation
/References

Attached are some references that will be

included in ICL and/or CBC comments for
consideration in the FEIS and ROD for the
Clear Creek Integrated Restoration Project.

15/01

IDT Members Review References,
address as needed

Documentation
/References

The CBC referenced several papers in our
scoping comments. None of those papers were
included in the DEIS bibliography. As a result,
the papers will be submitted in their entirety
and the CBC requests that the papers be
incorporated into the project file, bibliography
and their findings be considered in the analysis
and decision for the Clear Creek Project. These
papers include: Johnson, K. Norman, and Jerry
F. Franklin. "Restoration of Federal forests in
the Pacific Northwest: strategies and
management implications.”" Unpublished
manuscript. August 15.2009 (2009): 120.
Franklin, J. F. and K. N. Johnson. 2012. A
restoration framework for federal forests in the
Pacific Northwest. Journal of Forestry 110:429-
439. Franklin, J.F. and Johnson, K. N. Applying
Restoration Principles on the BLM O&C
Forests in Southwest Oregon. Unpublished
manuscript. November 30 2010 (2010): 9.
Franklin, J.F. and Johnson, K. N A Guide to
Creating Diverse Early Successional
Ecosystems through Variable Retention
Regeneration Harvest on the Coos Bay District
of the BLM. Unpublished manuscript. June 1,
2011 (2011): 5. Moritz, M.A., Hessburg, P.F.,
et al., 2010. Native Fire Regimes and
Landscape. Resilience. In: McKenzie, D.,
Miller, C., Falk, D.A. (Eds.), The Landscape
Ecology of Fire. Verlag, Springer, pp. 51-86,
Vol. 213. Perry, D. A, Hessburg, P. F.,
Skinner, C. N., Spies, T. A., Stephens, S. L.,
Taylor, A. H., Franklin, J.F., McComb, B. and
Riegel, G. (2011). The ecology of mixed
severity fire regimes in Washington, Oregon,
and Northern California. Forest Ecology and
Management, 262(5), 703-717.

27/28

The documents listed were considered by
the IDT and have been added to the
project file. Most, if not all, support the
approach to vegetation management that
would be used for this project.

Economics

For a change, this document takes a good luck
at the genuine economic issue: will the
taxpayers find the proposed action profitable.
Thea appear to in all actions cases, at least if the
PNV analysis is correct. It appears to be
correct, which is again a feature of this area's
low elevation and already-extensive road
access.

01/05

Thank you

Economics

Brazell and some of his District Rangers have
just revealed in the newspaper that providing
short-term corporate profit opportunities is their

02/01

This comment is an opinion and not
specific to the Clear Creek project.
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#1 priority for your tax dollars.
The comment is unclear, and not site
specific. The Economics section of the
FEIS discloses potential economic effects
associated with the proposed actions.
The Clear Creek project is being
considered, at least partially, as a Land
Disclose the fundina source for non- Stewardship Project under Section 347 of
Economics commercial activitigs ronosed: 03/18 the Omnibus Consolidated
prop ! Appropriations Act of FY 1999. This Act
allows the timber stumpage to be used to
pay for the non-commercial activities. As
shown on DEIS page 3-19, the timber
value generated from logging would
cover the cost of the non-commercial
projects.
The costs associated with this project are
Please evaluate all of the costs and benefits of displayed on page 3-19 of the DEIS.
Economics this project. Please include a detailed list of all 03/141 Benefits of the activities are displayed in
the costs to the agency and the public. the DEIS and FEIS as each resource area
is evaluated.
The costs displayed in the DEIS and FEIS
You seem to have underestimated the cost to are based on current information from
. . actual sold sales and management
Economics taxpayers of the proposed logging. Please 03/187 S :
- activities and were determined to
include all costs. ;
accurately represent taxpayer costs at this
time.
Economic viability is only one aspect of
evaluating the best alternative. For
Alternative C based on Table S-1 provides an example, each alternative reflects
additional 223 sustained jobs and a greater tradeoffs of the management direction
. harvest income. In addition Alt. C provides a within that proposal. Alternative C may
Economics . . . 04/01 - S
greater degree of vegetative restoration which create the most immediate jobs, but
better meets the purpose and need of the project alternative B generates the most
(Page 2-3, DEIS). stumpage revenue that can be used on
other restoration projects which in turn
creates additional jobs.
Alternative C would generate the most
immediate income to the communities.
Providing jobs and income for the local Alternative B, if implemented using
Economics economy is a critical need of Idaho County. We 04/02 Stewardship Contracting authority, which
request you strongly consider Alt. C. uses the stumpage value to pay for other
resource work, would provide longer term
income.
'm impressed with the large amount of acres Consolidating treatment activities on the
treated and board feet produced. | like that one ;
" . S Nez Perce-Clearwater National Forest has
. of the "issues" was to make a “cost effective . :
Economics - . 05/02 contributed to the fact that the Forest is
EIS. The large size has to be more attractive to L h ;
- S receiving top dollar for their advertised
industry, and thus result in higher revenues for
. A sales.
stewardship activities.
Very impressed with the PNV. Very impressed Stewardship Contracting has been a very
with $1.25 million dollars for stewardship effect tool on the Forest for paying for
. activities. Why spend budget money for road other restoration activities. As long as
Economics S " " 05/14 - )
decommissioning, when you can "let the trees Congress continues to authorize use of
pay for it. Just like the old "purchaser road this “tool”,the Forest will continue to use
credit days,"” but in reverse! it.
Yours is the ONLY EIS that I've ever seen list The NEPA costs are based on a Forest
Economics the EIS NEPA costs. It looks low to me. Is it 05/15 average, but would likely exceed these

true that the $175,000 for NEPA costs, listed as

costs due to additional data needs spurred
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a footnote under the PNV table on page 3-19, is by controversy or litigation.
the cost to prepare the EIS? It should be a
requirement for the entire USFS to tell the
public how much it costs to prepare an EIS. It's
all about transparency.
S . The timber stumpage value pays for the
Economics Does the_USFS" pa_y"for the road construction 05/16 road construction costs (DEIS, p.3-19,
costs, or is that "paid"” for by the contractor?
Table 3-3 footnote)
Economies-of-scale for timber sale preparation,
operations (including road construction and
maintenance), and site-preparation (prescribed
burning) related to larger patches are neither
disclosed nor discussed. Comparing estimates
of the management costs associated with . . .
. - Completing the vegetation treatments in
protecting and managing resource values should : -
- h larger areas, such as in Alternative C
be compared between alternatives. The issue ’
- o . : which regenerates larger patches, allows
relating to “...reducing planning an f b leted. than closed f
. implementation costs by managing on a large or areas to be comp etg » than closed tor
Economics ,, . - 13/05 an extended period of time, while the new
scale” (...am assuming both analysis area and .
e trees grow. This reduces road
larger patches) was not specifically addressed : .
- : . . - maintenance costs and the continued
in the analysis. This is an important issue . - . -
S . ' costs of multiple entries. A discussion of
indicator. Addressing patch size, and other S
- ; this will be added to the FEIS.
elements of scale, is not business-as-usual
(ecologically, biologically, economically or
operationally) for this Forest. It is important,
therefore, to display the effects by alternative,
to support advantages/disadvantages and refute
arguments/positions to the contrary.
I don’t think making jobs for Idaho permits Jobs generated from the Clear Creek
Economics saving it. Are the Idaho folks too lazy to make 14/03 project are in support of the job market
their own jobs for themselves that is already established in the area.
The project alternatives are clearly cost
effective for sale viability and
The DEIS does not clearly convey the costs of contributions to the local economy. Costs
the proposal. How would taxpayers be affected? associated with additional NEPA work or
Economics Virtually every sale in this region is below cost, 28/45 litigation, which some associate with
yet the economics section does not clearly show below cost evaluations, are not relevant to
all the costs. this analysis, because they are either sunk
costs not a result of this project’s actions
or are unknown.
I think Option C is the best and should be
started ASAP, despite my other concerns. The
more ground that is treated per entry -- and the
more local jobs created in the process -- the A discussion on treating larger areas will
Economics better, to my way of thinking. All of the options 30/01 be incorporated in the FEIS economic
(except A, which really isn't an option) are section.
okay, but B and D do less and are more likely
to require additional future entries into the same
locations.
On page 3-15 it is stated that site preparation The mechanical site preparation proposed
e - . is by use of an excavator which has
was modified from prescribed burning to oo
: - proven to cause less soil disturbance than
mechanical treatment for economic reasons. .
- the use of dozers to pile slash. The use of
How will these changes affect resource values mechanical site preparation verse
Economics/ such as soil protection, stream sedimentation 06/19 prep

and forage production for wildlife? How many
units were modified in this “major” adjustment
and what is the current mix of prescribed
burning to mechanical treatment?

prescribed fire is projected to be about
30% mechanical to 70% burn for Alt. B;
40% mechanical to 60% burn for Alt. C;
and 37% mechanical to 63% burn for Alt.
D. A wildlife benefit of this adjustment

L-16




Clear Creek Integrated Restoration Project

Appendix L
Responses to DEIS Comments

Topic

Comment

Letter/
Comment

Response

is the greater survival of the leave trees in
the unit for longer term standing structure
and forage will still be created through
the pile burning. Field visits to excavator
piled sites has shown that detrimental soil
impacts which could contribute to stream
sedimentation are minimal, because the
machine stays in one place why it piles
the slash within its reach. Equipment
would be used on existing skid trails to
the extent possible (DEIS, Page 2-6).

Economics/CB
C

The second major concern is duplication of
effort. The CBC is funded through tax dollars
from the Forest Service (largely) yet its role
seems little different than the Forest Service.
This duplication of effort and the increased
spending of tax dollars is very questionable.

28/02

The CBC’s funding sources are unknown
to the 1D team and have no influence on
this or other projects.

The CBC’s governance, structure and role
is actually quite different from that of the
Forest Service. They lack the technical
expertise to effectively influence
activities at the project level. Rather,
they have been involved at a broader
level, representing differing interests that
seek to help guide the management of the
Forests within the Clearwater Basin for
the greater good. The CBC has provided
some sideboards and expectations to the
Forests such as: work at a large scale; do
what’s right on the ground and don’t shy
away from controversy. To that end, the
Forests have begun to approach land
management (particularly vegetation
management) projects differently.

Instead of doing a “piecemeal” approach
and singling out opportunities where they
exist, we are now looking at forest
management at the watershed scale,
where we can effectively mitigate forest
health and fuel concerns. As we
developed the Clear Creek project, we
periodically presented our process,
rationale and logic to the CBC and
received feedback towards the social and
ecological acceptance/feasibility of our
proposals. We feel that the expectations,
guidance and sideboards that the CFLR
program and CBC provide will ultimately
lead to better and more efficient land
management.

Economics/CF
LRA

I am concerned that funds generated from this
project will be used beyond the analysis area
for purposes not directly related to the seven
CFLRA goals listed on page viii of the DEIS.
The Clear Creek project represents
approximately 80% of the 58,000 acre Middle
Fork/Clear Creek assessment area. The
proposed actions would occur on the easiest,
most economical ground to manage within this
area. Funds generated by the Clear Creek
project need to be “banked” to support
management activities in the more difficult and

13/25

Funds from timber sale receipts of the
Clear Creek project may be used to
implement restoration projects outside the
CFLR project area, which will indeed
make the program “additive” to the
Forests in the face of declining budgets.
Funds may also be used to help pay for
the implementation of forest management
in the Middle Fork area if such a project
is pursued.

If stewardship contracting is used, excess
stumpage values generated from the sales
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costly landscape that is the Middle Fork section can be saved as retained receipts to be
of the assessment area. The need for treating the targeted for other projects within the
Middle Fork landscape as critical/important as watershed.
the proposed Clear Creek project, but will
require higher costs/ac to achieve desired
conditions for vegetation and wildlife
(particularly elk winter range).
My last comment concerns logging or in
general the removal of wood resource. Many
dead trees will be encountered and | feel they
should be utilized. Sold for firewood, not just
given up to the public where too few can gather Dead trees are generally required to be
the majority of the free wood. Or sold to either removed as a forest product if they are
Economics/Tim | fiber or pulp concerns and this should be in 29/05 merchantable, unless the dead wood is
ber Harvest place before the timber is marketed so that the needed to meet other resource objectives,
logger has the responsibility to utilize the dead such as wildlife snag retention or as
wood and not just waste it or give it away. woody debris for long term soil nutrition.
Existing markets are interested but you might
have to look a bit further than the realm of
Potlatch or Home Depot. And, when are we
going to get rid of the Scribner scale or at least
We are keenly aware of your concerns
regarding perceived violations of the
FACA. The language in the CFLRP
legislation does seem to be in conflict
There appear to be violations of the Federal W'th t_hat of the FACA, however to a_lv0|d
. - : violations the Forests and CBC routinely
Advisory Committee Act (FACA) in the . .
- rely on guidance provided by Key
development of the proposal. According to the L - .
- - o . Principles and Practical Advice for
Federal Advisory Committee Act “the function - - .
- : . Complying with the Federal Advisory
of advisory committees should be advisory : . . .
. Committee Act (available in the project
only, and that all matters under their file)
consideration should be determined in L .
. . In this situation, the Forests did not
accordance with law, by the official, agency or blish L th d
officer involved.” As evidenced by several establish nor control the .CBC‘ we do not
FACA/CBC A . . 06/77 set their agenda, present information at
statements in the DEIS, the relationship . : L
! their meetings by invitation only and we
between the forest service and the Clearwater L .
- - do not solicit advice or consensus
Basin Collaborative (CBC) has not followed :
S . recommendations.
FACA guidelines. Instead of the advisory role In fact. CBC inout at the proiect level has
that is required by FACA, the CBC has been - P project
. . . . remained very much from individual
considered a “partner” and has been given both L -
s - I organizations, with many member
decision and oversight responsibilities for many o o .
organizations submitting their own,
aspects of the Clear Creek Integrated -
Restoration Project separate comments tow_ards project
' development. As mentioned above, at the
project level, the CBC has functioned as a
sounding board to help develop projects
that are more socially, ecologically and
economically acceptable.
The relationship of the CBC and the Forest The CBC is not a Federal advisory
Service raises many additional questions. First, committee. Their purpose as indicated
has the CBC been designated as a federal on their website is to “Protect and
“advisory committee”? If not, why not and Enhance ldaho’s Clearwater Basin”.
what is its clearly defined purpose? Has the The CBC has undertaken an ecological
FACA/CBC establishment, purpose and charter of the CBC 06/78 assessment at the Basin scale to help

as a federal advisory committee been listed in
the Federal Register as required by law? Why
is the CBC needed when functions assigned to
the CBC like ecological assessment, selection
of project locations and monitoring have all

inform their internal dialogues. To our
knowledge, the assessment is being given
some consideration in Forest Plan
revision, however, due to its scale; their
assessment played no role in the Clear
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been accomplished by the Forest Service
historically and isn’t this a duplication of effort
rather than an advisory role? Shouldn’t these
tasks be more appropriately accomplished by
the agency?

Creek project development.

Project level assessment, development
and monitoring will always be
responsibility of the Agency; however,
input is welcome from ALL interested
individuals and organizations.

FACA/CBC

It appears that the proposed action (#B) was
selected long before the NEPA analysis. As
requested by the CBC, it is apparent that this is
a major template and step to restoring the old
timber program of the 1960s and 1970s.

08/02

The ID team spent over a year developing
the proposed action (alternative B), which
was responsive to the needs across the
Clear Creek landscape, as outlined in the
desired conditions and Forest Plan
direction. Selection of the final
alternative is the Forest Supervisors
discretion and may be any of those
analyzed or a modification/combination
of several.

The CBC has actually advocated for parts
of several alternatives as opposed to the
proposed action (alternative B).

Of note is that many of the stands
proposed for commercial thin in this
project are a result of the “timber
program” of the 1960s and 1970s,
proving the renewability of the resource.
We would argue that the timber program
in those days worked at the appropriate
scale, although the design and mitigation
measures used then are nowhere near the
standards of today’s scientifically based,
low and minimum impact techniques that
maintain or provide for structure, habitat,
woody debris and so on.

FACA/CBC

In any case, the National Public needs to know
how the special interest CBC influenced the
development and analysis of this proposal.

08/04

Answered below with 28/01

FACA/CBC

One of the most disappointing aspects of this
proposal is the inordinate influence that the
special interest CBC had on its configuration
and magnitude. This unethical influence comes
at the expense of the National Public. Itis
obvious that the CBC is functioning as an ad
hoc Forest Service. This contemporary change
in agency behavior significantly dilutes the
integrity and credibility of the real Forest
Service.

08/19

See response to comment 06/77. We
genuinely appreciate and can relate to
your concerns; however emphasis on
collaboration is a result of the passage of
the Omnibus Public Land Management
Act of 2009 through the 111" congress
and signed into law by President Barack
Obama on March 30, 2009. Title IV of
the bill created the Collaborative Forest
Landscape Restoration Program. We
cannot ascribe motives for the program’s
creation but we feel its implementation
may ultimately lead to better and more
efficient management of the Forests, and
ultimately for the “National Public”. It
should be noted that project input was
solicited from many individuals and
groups ,not just the CBC. We can offer
that our approach to public outreach and
communications have improved as a
result of the program and expect to better
accommaodate more partners/public
participation in the future.

FACA/CBC

The so-called Clearwater Collaborative must be

20/05

The Forests have no jurisdiction over the
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scrapped. 1, as a part owner of that National
Forest living in a state other than Idaho, have
been totally left out, and it appears that the
Collaborative is calling for many of the same
ludicrous proposals as embodied in the Clear
Creek Integrated Restoration Project. Scrap the
Collaborative and stop violating NEPA!

CBC but we would point out that their
meetings are open to the public and
advertised on their website. In our
experience they are welcoming of visitors
and allow for public input as well.
Participation in project development prior
to scoping is not a violation of NEPA. As
mentioned above, input towards Forest
Service project development is welcomed
from ALL interested individuals and
organizations. In fact, the Forests
routinely meet with groups other than the
CBC to get input towards project
development (Friends of the Clearwater,
Back Country Horsemen, special use
permit holders, just to name a few).

The Forests, in an effort to be transparent
with this project, solicited input from
several routine planning participants prior
to engaging in the NEPA process. Some
participants provided input and some
declined. Regardless, the Forests will
continue to solicit input prior to engaging
in the NEPA process and once the
process has begun per 40 CFR 1503 and
1506.6. Every participant’s input is equal
and there is no special deference given to
any one group or individual.

FACA/CBC

The development of this proposal apparently
stems from the Clearwater Basin Collaborative.
What the DEIS does not answer is whether this
group complies with the Federal Advisory
Committee Act. Indeed, the agency and USDA
have been evasive ion that topic. The DEIS tells
the public this group is a “partner” and has been
given special authority in designing this
proposal not afforded to other citizens.

In any case, the National Public needs to know
how the special interest CBC influenced the
development and analysis of this proposal.

28/01
8/04

The Clear Creek project was developed
under the legislative direction of the
Collaborative Forest Landscape
Restoration Program. That direction
states quite simply that projects will be
collaboratively developed. We recognize
that this may lead to some perceived
conflicts with FACA, but as outlined
above, the Forests and CBC have
followed the guidance in Key Principles
and Practical Advice for FACA
compliance to avoid violations.

For this project, the CBC was given not
given any “special authority” other than
access to Agency personnel time, at their
request, to present project details, status
and to provide feedback. The term
“partner” was used as a courtesy to the
CBC members who devoted a great deal
of time (much of which was unpaid)
towards providing feedback. The Agency
routinely “partners” with many
organizations, including your own, to
accomplish our missions. The term
“partner” in the context of this project has
no legal significance.

Fire

Disclose the actions being taken to reduce fuels
on private lands adjacent to the Project area and
how those activities/or lack thereof will impact
the efficacy of the activities proposed for this
Project;

03/29

Fuel reduction on private grounds has
been ongoing and is expected to continue
as a result of funding received through
the Western States Competitive Grant.
Also two small timber harvest operations
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have reduced fuels near the project
boundary
Disclose the efficacy of the proposed activities Propos?_d actlvnle_slwou?Ig/rec]lluEe the.
. at reducing wildfire risk and severity in the crown fire potential on 7% of the project
Fire : . - - 03/30 area (DEIS, FEIS Fuels section) by 2022.
Project area in the future, including a two-year, . .
. oL Future reduction may be needed in the
five-year, ten-year, and 20-year projection; :
future as understory vegetation regrows.
The Fire Plan is a programmatic issue to
that needs to be addressed at the Forest
If the Forest Service did not conduct its Fire Ievel_. Itis not a topic for smaller site- .
A - specific projects. The Clear Creek project
Plan, please disclose the cumulative effects of -
. S - - - does incorporate the need to treat fuels
Fire Forest-wide implementation of the Fire Plan in 03/38 L -
. L L within the Wildland Urban Interface
the Clear Creek project to avoid illegally tiering
(WUI). The Forest has also adopted areas
to a non-NEPA document. A
where fire is allowed to burn to reduce
risks to firefighters while allowing natural
processes to occur.
The Forest has conducted programmatic
Biological Assessments for prescribed
. . fire and fire suppression activities.
Fire Did the F_orest Serw_ce andUCt ESA 03/40 Additional consultation is conducted at
consultation for the its Fire Plan? . - L
the project level if proposed activities do
not meet the guidance found in these
documents.
Past fire history is discussed in the
existing condition for fuels in the FEIS
and DEIS. While they may be natural
What about the role of mixed severity and high processes, the Forest Plan requires
severity fire — what are the benefits of those suppression in about 70% of the drainage,
Fire natural processes? How have those processes 03/52 primarily because it occurs within a WUI.
(mixed and high severity fire) created the Proposed project activities will create
ecosystems we have today? similar patch size and age class structures
as those provided by wildfire with less
risk to the adjacent private lands and
federal lands managed for timber harvest.
Likely since the last ice age; however,
Over how many millennia have mixed and high humans cur_rently “\./e adjacent to t_he area
. S - : and protection of private property is a
Fire severity fire have been occurring without 03/53 :
. : concern. The Forest Plan requires
human intervention? L .
suppression in about 70% of the drainage
as a result.
Please consider that thinning can result in faster
fire spread than in the unthinned stand. Graham, Fuel modeling for the area indicates that
et al., 1999a point out that fire modeling current conditions indicate a large
indicates: For example, the 20-foot wind potential for passive crown fire near the
speed1 must exceed 50 miles per hour for Forest boundary on the west side of the
Fire midflame wind speeds to reach 5 miles per hour 03/110 project area. Proposed prescribed fire
within a dense Stand (0.1 adjustment factor). In activities would alter fire behavior so that
contrast, in an open stand (0.3 adjustment the majority would occur as ground
factor), the same midflame wind speeds would surface fire due to the reduction in ladder
occur at only a 16-mile-per-hour wind at 20 fuels.
feet.
Mechanical treatment (harvest) is
Also, Hessburg and Lemkuhl (1999) suggest proposed as a tool to satisfy the purpose
that prescribed burning alone can be utilized in and needs of the project and to meet
Fire many cases—possibly here—where managers 03/112 Forest Plan management area direction,

typically assume mechanical fuel reductions
must be used.

including fuel reduction. Prescribed fire
has been proposed as a tool in some areas
where mechanical methods are not an
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option.
Since disruption of fire cycles is identified, the
NEZ PERCE-CLEARWATER NF needs to
take a hard look at its fire policies. The
development of approved fire management
plans in compliance with the Federal Wildland
Fire Policy was the number one policy
objective intended for immediate
implementation in the Implementation Action
Plan Report for the Federal Wildland Fire
Management Policy and Program Review. In
Fire ?eneral, the FS lags far k_)ehmd other federal 03/117 Please see response to comment #03/38.
and management agencies that have already
invested considerable amounts of time, money,
and resources to implement the Fire Policy.
Continued mismanagement of national forest
lands and FS refusal to fully implement the Fire
Policy puts wildland firefighters at risk if and
when they are dispatched to wildfires. This is a
programmatic issue, one that the current Forest
Plan does not adequately consider. Please see
Ament (1997) as comments on this proposal, in
terms of fire policy and Forest Planning.
What about the role of mixed severity and high
Fire severity fire — what are the benefits of those 03/147 see response to comment 03/52
natural processes?
How have those processes (mixed and high
Fire severity fire) created the ecosystems we have 03/148 see response to comment 03/52
today?
Over how many millennia have mixed and high
Fire severity fire have been occurring without 03/149 see response to comment 03/53.
human intervention?
Moving forward quickly to provide harvest We agree and estimate that project
Fire opportunities before value is lost to fire or 04/03 activities could begin within the next 2
disease needs to be a high priority. years.
We would agree that the risk or
occurrence of fire is beyond our control
and is climate driven. Harvested areas
While | agree that the amount of regeneration are expected to reduce fire behavior,
harvest may affect fire behavior should a spread potential and risk of a large scale
wildfire occur, | do not think that fire risk will stand replacing event due to a reduction
actually be reduced. Fire risk is largely a in fuel levels.
function of weather patterns, drought We are aware that some studies have
conditions, fuel moisture and ignition sources. shown an increased risk of fire spread as
The risk of fire may actually even increase as a result of logging slash, however the risk
Fire logging operations and burning operations are 06/20 is generally short lived (<3 years) until
conducted across the landscape. Harvest the slash decomposes. In this project the
operations such as commercial and pre- risk is expected to be further reduced
commercial thinning may increase risk due to through mechanical piling and/or
drying and more uniform redistribution of fuels. prescribed fire to reduce activity
The Forest Service needs to incorporate more generated slash. Biomass (limbs, needles,
than just the amount of regeneration harvest tops) utilization is also a consideration
into its fire risk assessment in the final FEIS. and emphasis of the CFLR program,
although it is generally market driven.
Further assessments of fire have been
included in the FEIS
The use of prescribed fire should be consistent Prescribed fire has been proposed in the
Fire with the frequency and intensity typical of the 13/10 Roadless Area of lower Clear Creek to

fire regime for a given landscape.

reduce fuels along the private property
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boundary and to put fire back on the
landscape where it has been suppressed in
the past. These lower slopes would have
been expected to burn fairly frequently at
a lower intensity.

Depending on aspect, slope and fuel
loadings, implementation of prescribed
fire may need to be re-introduced at an
scale or intensity less than that of normal
regimes to ensure an escaped fire does
not occur, particularly along the private
property boundary. As fuel loadings are
reduced, however, future prescribed
burning may be able to be implemented at
a more historic regime.

Fire

Most of the lower reaches of the Clear Creek
drainage and some large areas in the upper
drainage are in a period of natural succession
where brush varieties make up a large
percentage of the vegetation. My comment
concerning these areas is that broadcast burning
does not produce a desired effect, but damages
(again) the soil quality, regeneration, and older
conifers. My suggestion, of which I am able to
show on the ground examples of and deliver up
a cost per acre for treatment of the same
adjacent brush fields, is to mitigate, pile and
burn. This process is effective, cost
comparative and 100% target successful.

29/01

We would agree that slashing, piling and
burning of the shrubs (fuels) is an
effective technique to reducing fire
behavior, particularly on smaller areas
and propose to use it where appropriate
and cost effective. These treatments
however would be less cost effective in
the Clear Creek Roadless area due to
difficult access. Broadcast burning is
proposed here. It is expected that prior to
implementation there would need to be
some mitigation work done along the
private property boundary to avoid an
escaped fire. Prescribed fire has also
been proposed because fire is a natural
part of that landscape. The conifers that
are growing throughout much of the
shrubfields in Clear Creek are generally
shade tolerant and fire intolerant species
(grand fir and Douglas-fir) with some
ponderosa pine. The shade tolerant
species pose a risk to the old growth
Ponderosa pines as they continue to grow
and provide ladder fuels. The objective
would be to reduce this risk by removing
the shade tolerant species with a low
intensity prescribed fire. Low intensity
fire also has minimal effects to the soil if
timed appropriately. Prior to burning a
site specific burn plan will be prepared
that documents the weather conditions
and other environmental parameters
needed to achieve desired results. You
are welcome to view the burn plan and
discuss it with the fire managers prior to
implementation.

Fire

The DEIS discusses prescribed tire and
references smoke management planning
through the ldaho/Montana Airshed Group-a
consortium of agencies, tribes, and private
organizations who coordinate prescribed bum
activities to prevent public health impacts. We
are pleased that the Forest is a member of the

33/03

The Airshed group reviews proposals
from agencies that wish burn slash or
prescribed fire units including total acres
and type of burn proposed. The group
assesses how much smoke would be
produced by these activities and allows
only a portion of them to be burned on
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Airshed Group. We believe that the information any given day. They assess upcoming
generated from the Smoke Management Unit is weather patterns to determine the
valuable at preventing health impacts. The potential smoke impacts in order to
DEIS references the Airshed Group; however, regulate burning on a day to day basis.
the DEIS does not provide details describing For more information about this group,
the group's work and process to avoid or reduce please see their website at:
smoke impacts. We recommend including a http://www.smokemu.org/about.cfm
summary of this information. This could
include a description of the process, type of
information generated to inform proposed
activities, and examples demonstrating program
success.
In their conclusion, Graham, et al., 1999a state:
Depending on intensity, thinning from below
and possibly free thinning can most effectively
alter fire behavior by reducing crown bulk
density, increasing crown base height, and Proi . 1d ch .
changing species composition to lighter roject activities would change species
crowned and fire-adapted species. Such composition to more fire re5|_I|ent spgues
intermediate treatments can reduce the severity and reduce crown fire potential on 7% of
. I . - e - the area as noted in the DEIS and FEIS
Fire/Thinning | and intensity of wildfires for a given set of 03/111 (Fuels section). Project activities would
physical and weather variables. But crown and also reduce sur.face and ladder fuel
selection thinnings would not reduce crown fire loadings which would also reduce the risk
potential. ... Since the scientific literature ’
o A . for crown fire.
suggests that your thinning activities will
actually increase the rate of fire spread, you
need to reconcile such findings with the
contradictory assumptions expressed in your
scoping letter.
please accurately disclose the threats to private
structures and people under those scenarios, for See WUI discussions below response o
Fire/WUI all alternatives. It must be discernable why 03/105 comment 03/107
some areas are included for treatment and
others are not.
The FS must have a detailed long-term program :Qli E]rr%r;osﬁ italit ;2?;5;%“;2 ;%?sgﬁr?{ﬁe
for maintaining the allegedly safer conditions, DEIS Fut%re treatments are likelv occur
including how areas will be treated in the future but ce{nnot be assessed at this timZ as
following proposed treatments, or how areas conditions are likely to change over the
not needing treatment now will be treated as the next decade. We are not able to
Fire/WUI need arises. The public at large and private 03/106 d L - .
landowners must know what the scale of the etermlr_wmg funding scenarios or budgets
. - that far into the future due to
long-term efforts must be, including the amount Congressional priorities and changes in
of funding necessary, and the likelihood based labor technoloaies or other associated
on realistic funding scenarios for such a il I'E | in a hiah priorit
program to be adequately and timely funded. costs. Itwill likely remain a high priority
area due to its proximity to private lands.
Within the watershed there are several
likely fire scenarios that led to the
development of this proposal.
Of grave concern is fire spreading from
The FS must assess the fuel and fire risk g:gilﬁgzlealr;g;og:)ovxt/?&':r?ge;:é\-ll—:i?ing
Fire/WUI situation across Iapd ownership boupdarles to 03/107 winds and the terrain, slope and fuels
understand, and disclose to the public, the would also contribute to rapid upslope
likely fire scenarios across the area’s landscape. . Ny
upcanyon fire spread. Fuels on the private
lands are generally light and flashy,
supportive of rapid fire spread. Of
concern would be a large fire rapidly
spreading into the headwaters of the
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drainage. A stand replacing event such as
this could have negative downstream
effects to the watershed. Also, it would be
highly likely that heavy handed and
potentially resource damaging
suppression tactics would be employed
during firefighting operations.

Fires started on NFS lands pose as big a
concern the watershed as those starting on
private. Much of the watershed is
difficult or time consuming to access by
suppression resources. As mentioned
above, terrain, slope, fuels and
prevailing/diurnal winds would contribute
to rapid, large fire growth. Continuous
vertical fuels and homogenous canopies
would support a stand replacing crown
fire, particularly in severe years.

Cold front passage in this area typically
results in a reversal of prevailing wind
with strong gusty winds. Again, the
drainage is situated to line up in a manner
that could support large wind driven fire
growth given the fuel loadings. A fire
moving from the Forest towards private
ground would be aggressively suppressed
with primary consideration given to the
private properties and other values at risk
and secondary consideration to the
resource values in the watershed.

The lack of variable vegetative conditions
on the landscape can be attributed to
almost a century of fire suppression in
which over 290 fires have been
suppressed since the 1970s. It is very
logical to assume that several of those
fires, burning under natural conditions,
would have transformed the landscape
into something other than the existing
conditions. Unfortunately, due to the
proximity of private lands, management
of natural fire in this particular landscape
is not currently an option. This project
would try to emulate, to the best of our
abilities, mosaic conditions at the
appropriate scale. Observations of 40+
years of natural fire in our Wilderness
areas demonstrate that it is the mosaic
conditions that limit fire spread, even in
severe years.

Fuel reduction on private grounds has
been ongoing and is expected to continue
as a result of funding received through
the Western States Competitive Grant.

Fire/WUI

The FS (Cohen, 1999) reviewed current

scientific evidence and policy directives on the
issue of fire in the wildland/urban interface and
recommended an alternative focus on structure
ignitability rather than extensive wildland fuel

03/108

Dr. Cohen’s research does not apply to
the Clear Creek project because the
project purpose does not include fuels
reduction to reduce risk of fire damage to
homes located within the wildland urban

L-25




Appendix L

Clear Creek Integrated Restoration Project

Responses to DEIS Comments

Letter/

Topic Comment Comment Response
management: The congruence of research interface. The purpose of this project is
findings from different analytical methods to manage vegetation and fuel
suggests that home ignitability is the principal accumulations at the landscape level. It
cause of home losses during wildland fires... does not include fuels reduction to reduce
Home ignitability also dictates that effective the risk of fire damage to homes in the
mitigating actions focus on the home and its wildland urban interface (EIS, Purpose
immediate surroundings rather than on and Need, Chapter 1). Observations of
extensive wildland fuel management. 40+ years of natural fire in our

Wilderness areas demonstrate that it is the
mosaic conditions that limit fire spread,
even in severe years.
The evidence suggests that wildland fuel
reduction for reducing home losses may be
inefficient and ineffective. Inefficient because
wildland fuel reduction for several hundred
meters or more around homes is greater than
necessary for reducing ignitions from flames.
Fire/WUI Ineffective because it does not sufficiently 03/109 See response to comment 03/108
reduce firebrand ignitions (Cohen, 1999)....
That research also recognizes “the imperative to
separate the problem of the wildland fire threat
to homes from the problem of ecosystem
sustainability due to changes in wildland fuels”
(Ibid).
As stated in the DEIS (pg. 3-23), Idaho
The Forest Service needs to re-evaluate the fact COL.mty IS respon_5|ble for the WUI
: . designation. While there would be a fuel
that 94% of the area is considered WUI (page - . -
I o reduction benefit, it was a driver for the
3-21) by Idaho County Wildfire Mitigation Plan - - found in the P d
. Committee (Idaho County 2009). This project (i.e. no found in the urpose an
Fire/WUI . - . ‘ 06/20 Need). Regardless, the “fuel reduction”
designation appears to be in error as most of the 4 i
. ) . benefits of the project largely focus on
upper drainage is 100% National Forest and - : ;
; reducing crown fire potential across the
located several miles from any urban areas or S .
L landscape to minimize the risk of a stand
other areas of human habitation. - . .
replacing event and associated negative
downstream effects.
See the response to comment 06/20. The
We also question the legitimacy of this being in WUI designation does not authorize
a WUL. It isn’t under any meaningful definition. ground disturbing treatments on federal
Fire/WUI Further, when did the Idaho County plan that 28/38 lands, therefore no NEPA is required. The
identifies the WUI on the national forest go Clear Creek EIS does comply with NEPA
through NEPA? in that it analyzes the proposed action
effects on fuels.
The Forest Service cites fisheries Desired
Future Condition (DFC), cobble embeddedness A positive trend can be determined for
and % fines by depth calculations from 1987 P o :
. h current conditions using more recent data.
and 2012 to make this claim. However, these
! For Clear Creek, current substrate,
calculations appear to be suspect and some of - L - .
- - riparian condition, road information
R the data to support the Forest Service claims s - .
Fisheries - . - 06/11 (condition, location, and hazard rating)
appears to be very dated. First, fishery habitat . .
A and visual observations of streams were
potential figures for 1987 appear to have been - o
- L used. A more detailed clarification of
estimated as all numbers occur in intervals of . -
upward trend has been included in the
10%. Is there any actual data for these - .
; - . Aquatics Section of the FEIS.
calculations and how can you predict a positive
trend if no baseline data is available?
Second in only one case (Solo Creek) is cobble A more detailed clarification of upward
embeddedness or fines by depth reported for trend has been included in the Aquatics
Fisheries more than one year. It is very difficult to 06/12 Section of the FEIS. We have clarified

predict a trend from one point. Does the Forest
Service have any other data? For example,

that upward trend is not based on
sediment/cobble embeddedness alone.
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what were the cobble embeddedness levels for
all of the other streams in 1993?
The presence, absence or densities of fish
species can aid in the determination of
overall stream health, however densities
can be highly variable and are difficult to
tie specifically to land management
activities or upward trend. This is
especially true for salmon, steelhead, and
lamprey which migrate to the ocean then
The Forest Service has not conducted any return to spawn in Ipcal streams. These
. . oo species are heavily influenced by factors
comprehensive study of fish densities in the -
- that occur outside of the Clear Creek
project areas for twenty years (DEIS 3.15). - o
watershed (i.e. dams, fishing, and ocean
There have also never been any surveys for o ;
A o conditions). If adults return in low
Fisheries pearl shell mussels or Pacific lamprey (DEIS 06/13 . : o
numbers, then juvenile densities would
3.15). Such surveys could have helped to . -
: also be low and not necessarily associated
document that the project area streams are truly - g
L . - with watershed conditions in Clear Creek.
on a positive trend in terms of aquatic ;
reSOUTCes The Forest Plan upward trend is
' associated with habitat conditions and not
fish densities in part due to these
influencing factors. Trends in fish
populations would be useful, if available,
but are not required for determining
upward trend (USFS, 2011). A more
detailed clarification of upward trend has
been included in the Aquatics Section of
the FEIS.
With no recent stream surveys of fish densities
or densities of other sensitive aquatic species
and no baseline habitat data it is hard to know if
the project streams are actually on a positive
trend to recovery. Even by the data presented
in Table 3.1, a positive trend based on actual
data (two points — 1993, 2012) has only been
Fisheries shown for one stream (Solo Creek). Table 3.1 06/14 See response to Comments #06/12 and
documents a negative trend for the Middle Fork #06/13.
of Clear Creek and two other streams (Pine
Knob Creek and Clear Creek) are documented
as currently not meeting Forest Plan standards.
Yet, timber harvest has been proposed in all of
three of the drainages. There is also no
discussion regarding the overall negative trend
for the mainstem of Clear Creek.
no timber harvest should be scheduled in
Fisheries streams like the Middle I_:ork of Clear Creek 06/15 See response to Comments #06/12.
where even the low quality data presented by
the Forest Service suggests a negative trend.
. . We are required by the Forest Plan to use
The FISHSED and DFC fish habitat models FISHSED and the DEC habitat model
also need to be up-dated or replaced. Forest . - . L
. . ) until the Plan is Revised (which is
Service research efforts in Boise and Logan,
- currently under way). Please see
R Utah have provided new models and data. .
Fisheries - - - 08/09 response to Comment #06/12 regarding
Without the use of the best available science, . >
o upward trend. Additional modeling and a
your depictions of upward trends for - -
. . . review of more recent science related to
watersheds and fish habitats are highly - - - S -
uestionable, speculative, and likely erroneous potential sedlmgnt input is included in the
4 ' ' ) Wiatershed section of the FEIS.
S Factual documentation of an upward trend Please see response to Comment #06/12
Fisheries 08/11

requires a credible set of time-series data in

regarding upward trend. We have
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order to deal with statistical variation (Ramsey clarified that upward trend is not based on
and Schafer, 1997). Your presentation in Table sediment/cobble embeddedness alone.
3-1 fails this requirement and is misleading.
For the Solo Creek watershed, you only have
two data points (1993 and 2012). This can be
hardly construed as adequate time-series data.
Also, if you were monitoring CE in the 1980s,
where’s your data to indicate upward trends in
your prescription watersheds? Having
monitored cobble embeddedness extensively on
the Clearwater National Forest, | need to see
more data before I’m convinced that you have
an upward trend in any watershed. Also, it is
very critical to know if the CE parameter was
surveyed with the same methodology. If not,
any comparison would be invalid.
Please see response to Comment #06/12
regarding upward trend. Cobble
The presentation of data in Table 3-1 is embeddedness data collected near the
confusing and may suffer from a comparison of mouth of the streams listed in the table
“apples versus oranges.” The DEIS displays was the only part of the DFC analysis
DFC tabular values (1987 vs. 2012) from used (as directed by the Forest Plan
Espinosa (1992). This comparison reflects which focuses on sediment- see Aquatics
improvement in habitat potential with two section in the FEIS). The model shows
Fisheries composite data points. Again, this is hardly an 08/12 that for the channel types used (B and C
adequate set of time-series data. If you are channels), there was no difference
going to use the DFC analysis, you need to tell between fish species in the DFC for
the public what species, habitat variables, and cobble embeddedness; therefore we did
channel types you are evaluating. There are not include separate data for each species
differences especially with the sediment and (steelhead, chinook, cutthroat). Bull trout
temperature parameters. were not assessed separately due to the
very low likelihood that they occur in
watershed.
We relied on the surveys conducted by
the US Fish and Wildlife Service through
the Idaho Supplementation Study ISS-
(2009, 2012) and data collected at the
The DEIS. states that no bull trout were , Kooskia Hatchery at the mouth of Clear
observed in 1993 and 2007. Why haven’t more
- Creek (C.Bretz, personal comm.). The
surveys been conducted since 2007? The h - .
; . - ISS (2012) provides an estimate of spring
public needs more information. How - -
; . chinook escapement into Clear Creek.
comprehensive were the surveys? What kinds : . -
. . Many chinook are directed into the
of equipment and protocols were utilized? If -
. o Kooskia hatchery and not allowed to
potential improvement of bull trout habitat is
- - move upstream to spawn. Some are
N occurring, we need to see the documentation. If o
Fisheries . - 08/14 released above the hatchery but it is only
the Clear Creek proposal is about restoration,
o a small percentage of the total that enters
we need to see the prospects and objectives to ;
the mouth of Clear Creek. Data on spring
restore bull trout to the system. We also need : .
T : . chinook would not reveal increased or
similar information and data on the spring .
. - decreased levels due to the trapping
Chinook salmon. With a hatchery near the efforts of the hatcher
mouth of Clear Creek, it seems that there would y:
’?c?trl?:ge Sc?;;n effort to restore spring Chinook We don’t believe that Clear Creek
y ' provides quality habitat for bull trout due
to naturally higher than preferred
temperatures (see Aquatics section of the
FEIS).
The DEIS depicts a picture of perfection in the The Clear Creek drainage did not
Fisheries face of a large timber program. This is 08/15 experience road failures during the 1995-

unrealistic. While it is commendable that you

96 flood events. This in part due to the
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are requiring “no harvest” PACFISH buffers, fact that only 11% of the area is

they are certainly not “fail-safe.” The Forest considered landslide prone. That

Service only has to consult their documentation combined with the fact that the majority

of the 1995-96 storm event in the Clearwater of roads were built near stable ridgetops

Basin hat resulted in hundreds, if not thousands, or well into the headwaters of the

of road failures and landslides in developed drainage reduced the risk of road failures.

watersheds to refute the “fail safe” contention. Roughly 90% of the roads were field

During this storm, PACFISH/INFISH buffers reviewed and only one recent road related

(100-300 ft.) did not effectively stop significant slide was noted. Most road failures on the

sediment delivery from road failures and other Clearwater NF resulted from midslope

mass erosion events. roads that had log culvert structures
instead of pipes. Roads in the Clear Creek
drainage do not contain log structures and
are a low risk for failure (FEIS, Aquatics
section). Fill cracks and other issues were
noted during field surveys and are
incorporated into the project design (road
decommissioning or improvement).
The DFCs for aquatic habitat are a one-
size-fits-all prescription; however streams
do not always fit into those prescriptions.
For example, there are many streams in
unmanaged landscapes that don’t meet
the DFCs for sediment, temperature, or
wood on the Clearwater NF (Lochsa
Subbasin Assessment- IDEQ 1999;

According to the DEIS, a total of only 20 miles various Clearwater NF stream habitat

of NFS system roads exist within PACFISH surveys). They do, however meet their

buffers, and RHCAS have been minimally beneficial uses based on both habitat and

affected by past timber harvest activities. If this biotic factors (IDEQ, 1999 and 2010).

is the case, where did all the watershed and fish As noted in the Aquatics section of the

Fisheries habitat degradation emanate from? The Middle 08/16 FEIS, even though embeddedness may be

Fork of Clear Creek still exhibits a high level of higher than desired, cutthroat densities

CE (55%) and a low level of habitat potential were also high in Middle Fork and the

(55%). The mainstem channel of Clear Creek mainstem of Clear Creek as well as Pine

also exhibits high levels of habitat degradation Knob Creek. This would indicate that

(DEIS, p. 3-5). It would appear that the conditions are suitable for good fish

functionality of your buffer strips is limited. production. It is very likely that sediment
levels may have always been higher than
the DFCs; however no data exists prior to
management activities in the drainage.
Regarding the mainstem of Clear Creek,
the table on pg. 3-5 shows that the stream
has improved since 1987 and that
substrate levels are approaching desired
conditions (see FEIS Aquatics section).
This 1997 article looked at projects that

Espinosa et al. (1997) documented the failure of d'd.nOt implement PA.CFISH buffers,

bmps to adequately protect salmon habitat on which havg be_e n required Since 1995.

p q yp

the Clearwater National Forest. PIBO monitoring was designed to address

Decommissioning and building temporary the long term eff'_ect_lveness of PACFISH

roads will still generate and deliver sediment to buffers. The preliminary data shows the

Fisheries 08/17 buffers are effective in maintaining

streams in the short term—a relative period of
15 to 20 years (pp. 3-41-3-42). When you add
sediment generated from skidding, yarding, and
transporting of logs, the situation can hardly be
described as “fail-safe” or no impacts.

RMOs (FEIS, Aquatics section). Since
1997, when the article was published,
many of the management
recommendations in the article have
occurred including: removal of riparian
areas from the timber harvest base,
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retention of roadless areas, validation of
BMPs through monitoring, assessing
cumulative effects at the watershed scale
including private/state lands, removal of
riparian roads, and emphasizing
watershed restoration activities (in the
case of Clear Creek, road improvement
and culvert replacement). Recent
monitoring indicates that no sediment is
moving into streams from temporary
roads, skid trails or yarding corridors and
that sediment from road decommissioning
and log haul activities is minor and
limited as discussed in the FEIS.

Fisheries

all the logging allowed by mgt has increased

the temperature of streams so that the fish are

dying and dead too.

14/05

There is no indication that management
activities on Forest Service lands have
increased temperatures to the point where
they are causing mortality to fish. Stream
temperatures are within preferred limits
for chinook salmon and cutthroat and
steelhead trout. Summer temperatures are
above those preferred by bull trout which
is likely the reason that bull trout have not
been found in the drainage (FEIS,
Aquatics section). Also there are no
streams on Forest Service land listed for
pollutants (sediment or temperature) in
the EPA approved 303(d)/305
(b)2012Integrated Report by IDEQ. All
streams fully support beneficial uses (see
FEIS and DEIS).

Fisheries

These habitat conditions will affect the macro
invertebrate communities by reducing species

richness, mayfly, stonefly and caddisfly

presence, functional groups and evenness (high
species dominance). In other words biointegrity

of invertebrates and fish which depend on
invertebrates for food will be significantly
lowered.

18/02

The IDEQ uses both physical habitat and
biological data (including insects) to
determine if beneficial uses in the streams
are being met. Streams north of the South
Fork of Clear Creek and the mainstem of
Clear Creek were assessed.IDEQ (2012)
has determined that the streams meet their
beneficial uses based on the presence of
insects and fish. Additional information
has been provided in the Aquatics section
of the FEIS regarding beneficial uses.

Fisheries

I was the fisheries biologist on the Clearwater
Ranger District in the late 80s and early 90s and

supervised stream surveys for fish habitat,

water quality in the Clear Creek drainage. | see
no reference to these surveys, the stream survey

report, or the Environmental Assessment that
was prepared, signed and executed in your

project area. My work and the work of my crew
members can be found on file at the Clearwater
Ranger District Office. Your discussion in the
DE IS should reflect our work in section 3.1.5

Affected Environment.

23/01

A summary of the information has been
included in the FEIS.

Fisheries

In our Fish Habitat Survey for Clear Creek, we

clearly documented the presence of adult
chinook salmon in the mainstem Clear Creek
and the South Fork Clear Creek. Page 3-4 of
your DEIS is not correct when it states "No

23/02

Thank you for that information. A
correction to the statement has been made
in the FEIS.
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chinook were observed during any of the
habitat surveys."
The streams in Clear Creek do not have
recent habitat surveys other than those
We also documented with detailed survey data, observations made by the Fisheries
the below Forest Plan Objective existing Biologist and Hydrologist during field
conditions of fish habitat water quality. | do not reviews between 2010 and 2012. This
Fisheries see detailed surveys of existing fish habitat 23/03 information was combined with recent
contained in this DE IS that clearly shows an cobble embeddedness and temperature
improved condition, as you claim on page 3-5 data. Other information was also used to
of the DE IS. determine improved conditions in the
watershed and have been included in the
Aguatics section of the FEIS.
We reviewed all Forest Plan amendments
and none could be found that changed the
. . South Fork Clear Creek water quality
Table 3-1 in the DEIS is not correct. Forest Lo
Plan Water Quality Objective for South Fork objec_tlve tfrgg:/SOO/a to_90°/to.(;l'tr)1e ;srt]andard
A Clear Creek should be 90% rather than 80%. | remains a o7 as designated by the
Fisheries . 23/04 Forest Plan; however as shown in the
do not see adequate survey data reflected in DEISand EEIS. the South Fork is
Table 3-1 to support your statement of an currently at 106‘V of notential which
improving trend in fish habitat water quality. yat 22bv of p :
meets the objective. Please see previous
response to Comment 06/12 regarding
upward trend.
Sectlolrlw 3.1.(_3 Enqunmental Consequences As noted in both the DEIS and FEIS, road
states "Few if any direct effects would occur to decommissioning and culvert
fish or their habitat from implementing the replacements are the only activities that
action alternatives .... . | believe this statement .
to be false. Unless culvert removal and would dlreqtly_af‘cht stregms. Data from
o replacement has magically improved from recent monitoring is prowded_to show the
Fisheries . . 23/06 extent (amount/distance/duration) of the
when I did it, replacement of 77 culverts will potential effects. The effects would be
cause measurable impacts to ESA listed fish short term and rﬁinimized by BMP
habitat. Removal of 17 stream crossings will implementation. Consultation with the
likely have long term benefits but also have regulatory agenéies (NOAA/USFWS) is
short term impacts. A copy of this letter will be ongoing
sent to NOAA Fisheries. )
The determination of effects for
consultation with NOAA/USFWS is
based on physical riparian and instream
habitat parameters in combination with
monitoring of similar activities within the
Forest. It is only minimally based on the
In summary, | believe this action is Likely to L':ISEﬁJSlE(I)Dr Lno(;ge:ili?]ali?:zr\:]v:tli(\:lgslsir(])rt]l’ll)(:,
Adversely Affect ESA listed steelhead and NEPA docume%ts gonsultation with the
chinook in the Clear Creek drainage. | believe regulatory agenciés (NOAA/USFWS) is
Fisheries your assumptions of "Few if any direct effects 23/08 . d liminary determination
to fish is not supported by your existing ongoing and a pre y
condition surveys or by your NEZSED of Likely tp Advgr§ely Affect has bee'n
sediment analysis made and is spec_lflgally associated with
road decommissioning and culver
replacement activities. The direct, indirect
and cumulative effects of the proposed
action are discussed in the Watershed and
Aquatics sections of the FEIS and
supported by monitoring of similar
activities.
. . The BMPs associated with the proposed
Fisheries Do not log in any watershed not meeting forest 24/02 activities have been monitored for

plan standards as it would harm fish habitat.

effectiveness on the Clearwater NF since
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1990 and show that logging has little
effect on fish habitat. Roads have the
greatest potential effect on streams.
Reducing impacts from roads is part of
the projects purpose and need (FEIS,
Ch.1). The project conducts activities to
reduce the effects to streams from road-
related sediment. The Forest Plan allows
harvest to occur in watersheds not
meeting water quality objectives as long
as an upward trend can be shown.
Additional information on upward trend
has been included in the FEIS.
The FEIS discusses the effects of the
proposed actions which would reduce
I am not convinced by the data presented in the road densities and conduct road
DEIS that imperiled fish species like chinook improvement activities to reduce road-
salmon will not be negatively affected by the related sediment effects to streams. Based
large amount of road building and logging in on monitoring logging is expected to have
S the Clear Creek drainage. Logging is also minimal to no effects on stream
Fisheries - 25/01 - .
proposed to occur above a fish hatchery temperatures and instream sediment
operated by the Nez Perce. This hatchery is (FEIS, Aquatics and Watershed sections).
already struggling due to sediment load and The project activities would benefit the
increased temperatures. | am opposed to this hatchery as activities would reduce the
project on my national forest. potential for sediment delivery to streams
from roads. No effects to stream
temperatures are expected (see FEIS).
The NEZSED model indicates an
The DEIS indicates that sediment yield will :nchase n §ed|mﬁrét 3|/|eld;hhol\:/veverslll
increase in some of the smaller streams from evels remain wefl below the Forest Plan
- " allowed levels of 30-60%. The NEZSED
16-24% over existing condition. The NFMA - -
. . model is used to compare alternatives and
analysis and the DEIS noted that sediment has - .
L does not reflect the actual sediment yields
been a limiting factor for many area streams. :
) . L expected from the project (FEIS,
Based on the information provided in the DEIS, . L .
S o Watershed section). Monitoring of timber
Fisheries along with historic data, some CBC members 27127
- . - - sales on the Clearwater NF over the last
encourage you to provide additional discussion - .

L - - 15 years has shown little to no sediment
on this issue. It is unclear how the Fishery movina from loaaing units to streams
Habitat Potential listed on page 3-6 of the DEIS 9 9ging . '

- - - . The Fishery Habitat Potential assessment

in table 3-1 indicated that Fishery Habitat . L2

Sy ) is explained in the footnote below the

Potential is being met for the majority of bl dditional inf f

streams in the project area Fa e A - itiona in ormgtlon on streams
' in the project area is provided in the FEIS

in order to clarify this concern.

The DEIS alleges that the area is on an upward

trend. How was this determined? The chart on

page 3-6 has no recent cobble embeddedness A positive trend can be determined for

information for the Middle Fork of Clear Creek current conditions using recent data.

and every measure except for one creek, is for Please see response to Comment #06/12

one year only. How can trend be determined by regarding upward trend. PIBO data uses a

one data point? The same chart shows fishery “% surface fines” measurement which is

Fisheries habitat potential for 1987 in increments of 10 28/07 then compared to the DFC chart for %

percent, which suggests that they were surface fines found in the Espinosa DFC

estimates. Was this based on actual data? How Analysis (1992). It is therefore

can you compare 1987data, assuming it is real, appropriate to use the PIBO data since it

and other data when the protocol for the is being compared to % surface fines and

measure was developed in 1992? What about not to cobble embeddedness.

PIBO data and cobble embeddedness? Isn’t this

comparing apples and oranges?

Fisheries Furthermore, has the forest plan been amended 28/08 Forest Plan water quality objective
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to include later monitoring protocols? If not, monitoring protocols have not been

why not? Page 3-5 suggests changes have been updated. Cobble embeddedness and %

made in the protocols and in the way the plan surface fine data is still used to determine

requirements are interpreted without amending if the objectives are being met. Forest

the plan? How can the agency compare across Plan Appendix A did not describe in

time with different monitoring protocols? How enough detail how to determine whether

can the public trust the agency when the objectives were being met. It is common

requirements in Appendix Aare reinterpreted? for Forests to write “white papers” in
order to more clearly interpret Forest Plan
direction that may have been vaguely
written. The Appendix A Guidance
referenced in the Aquatics section of the
FEIS clarifies and defines how Appendix
A is to be used so that consistency occurs
across the Forest, Interpretations do not
require a Forest Plan amendment since
they do not change the intent or direction
of the Plan.

What about the demonstrated failure of BMPs

as documented in the Fish bate court case on

the Clearwater National Forest and in published

research (see Espinosa, F. Al, Jr., J. J. Rhodes, ﬁ]egnﬁgﬁfnonz%;%g\?e?ggqafg%gi'oﬁ':QP

Fisheries and D. A. McCullough. 1997. The Failure of 28/16 rovided i?] the DEIS and FEIS Aquatics

Existing Plans to Protect Salmon Habitat in the Eection q

Clearwater National Forest. Journal of '

Environmental Management (1997): 49, 205-

230.)?

What are the impacts to listed fish species in

light of these unanswered questions?

Specifically critical steelhead habitat occurs in

the analysis area. Bull trout are not known in

the area. However, have there been any recent The potential impacts to listed and

surveys to verify their absence after 2007? How sensitive fish species and their habitat are

Fisheries much of the area was actually inventoried? 28/17 discussed in the FEIS. Please see

What about other rare species including response to Comment # 06/13 regarding

Chinook salmon, Westslope cutthroat, Pacific fish presence/densities.

lamprey and pearlshell mussel? The latter two

were not analyzed, according to the DEIS and

there is a paucity of information about cutthroat

trout.

It is extremely important the FS disclose the

environmental baseline for watersheds. No stream habitat survey data is available

Generally, this means their condition before f . .

o or the project area prior to development
development or resource exploitation was activities which began in the 1930s. The
initiated. For example, the baseline condition cumulative effects of the action are.based
of a stream means the habitat conditions for fish - -

. . . . on the current existing conditions when
and other aquatic species prior to the impacts of combined with the expected direct and
road building, logging, livestock grazing, etc. indirect effects of the proposed actions

Fisheries/Cumu | Therefore, proper disclosure of baseline 03/132 The existin diti d d '
lative Effects | conditions would mean estimates of stream g condition and expectec
- o effects are based on recent monitoring
stability, pool frequency conditions, and water fi . - '

- ield observations, and professional
temperature range—essentially the values of iudament as discussed in the EEIS. Please
Riparian Management Objectives along with ) gh hed di '
such parameters as sediment levels. When such see_t € wat_e rshe rep_ort regarding
information is provided, comparison with the Sed'!“.e”t y|elc_1 _base line and stream

o - stability conditions for updated
current conditions (after impacts of information
development) will aid in the assessment of '
cumulative effects of all alternatives.
Fisheries/Hatch | Extensive timber harvest took place in the Clear 21/02 See response to #14/05. Stream
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ery/Cum Fx Creek Watershed between the 1960's and the temperatures naturally increase from
1990's. The effects were devastating. Stream headwaters down to the mouth due to
temperatures and sediment at Kooskia Hatchery stream widening and lessening riparian
increased to the point that many fish were influence. Temperatures have been
killed. Although the Clear Creek Watershed has compared between the Forest boundary
made some recovery over time, the hatchery and the hatchery for 2 separate years to
continues to struggle with water quality and show how much is gained off of Forest
temperature issues from Clear Creek These Service lands (see FEIS Aquatics).
issues have caused the hatchery to spend Temperature data at the mouth of Clear
millions of dollars on a chiller system to Creek is also presented from 1962 which
achieve proper water temperatures and a new shows that temperature regimes prior to
intake system to try and reduce the amount of extensive harvest and the construction of
sediment that flowed into the facility ponds and the hatchery were similar to those
water supply infrastructure. occurring now. No stream temperature
increases are expected as a result of the
project due to PACFISH buffer retention.
Proposed road-related activities are
designed to reduce sediment in project
area streams over the long term which
would benefit the hatchery. Monitoring
indicates little to no sediment entering
streams from logging units due to
PACFISH buffer retention and other
design features (see FEIS).
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Hatchery
Review Team identified several concerns
related to Kooskia's water supply. First, the
limited water availability and temperature
fluctuations associated with surface water
(Clear Creek) pose a fish health risk to spring
Chinook Ich (parasite) infections occur
Fisheries/Hatch annually, well water is currenty limited, and the
temperature of Clear Creek water exceeds 21/03 see response to Comment #21/02
ery/Cum Fx - o - : .
maximum guidelines for spring Chinook during
the summer months. The hatchery depends on a
water reuse system with well water makeup
because of limited water availability. A water
chiller also needs to be used to reduce the
temperature of the reuse water to the desired
temperature for spring Chinook during the
summer.
Please disclose in the NEPA document the The discussion of habitat conditions and
Fisheries/Monit | results of up-to-date monitoring of fish habitat 03/131 recent monitoring, as well as the expected
oring and watershed conditions and how this project effects to fish is discussed in the Aquatic
will affect the fish in the project area. section of the DEIS and FEIS.
The assumption is based on field
observations and field-based BMP audits
in the local area. The DEIS and FEIS
The DEIS (Section 3.1.4) assumes that (Aquatics section) both include the results
retaining PACFISH buffers will prevent all of local BMP monitoring on the adjacent
harvest-related sediment from reaching streams. Clearwater NF (before, and since,
Fisheries/PACF | Two references and a personal observation are 06/08 PACFISH was implemented) and have

ISH

given to support this claim, but neither
reference is from the peer reviewed literature
and includes a sampling design to test this
claim.

been available to the public since that
time. Results indicate very high
implementation and effectiveness rates
based on on-the-ground monitoring using
standard protocols for the survey.
Participants include the Forest Fisheries
Biologist, Forest Hydrologist and Forest
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Soils Scientist. Others that often attend
include representatives from ldaho Dept.
of Lands and IDEQ as well as District
Rangers, ID team members and timber
sale contract administrators.
PIBO monitoring, which is specifically
tied to PACFISH implementation, is also
cited. Results indicate fine sediments are
decreasing in managed landscapes
(USDA, 2009). The PIBO protocols used
are scientifically rigorous and monitoring
occurs throughout the entire Columbia
River Basin.
The Bitterroot NF has also conducted
similar monitoring of harvest specifically
within buffers and has found no sediment
delivery to streams (BNF, 2006). The
results of these studies are discussed in
the FEIS.
The Forest Service needs to provide peer
Fisheries/PACF rew_ewed _Ilterature to support their claim that 06/09 See response to Comment #06/08.
ISH sediment is not reaching streams from harvest
activities due to PACFISH.
We agree that PACFISH was designed to
help recover ESA listed fish species. The
proposed road improvement activities are
is designed to reduce road-related
Section 3.1.5.2 Management Activities fggm::mai"\,\ﬁ%i;rgams over the
Affecting Streams begins by stating “PACFISH g term as w . .
: . decommissioning. As discussed in the
was designed to prevent adverse effects to listed - . L
. S S . FEIS, impacts to fish from these activities
fish species in the Columbia River drainage ....
" - are expected to occur but would be short-
In fact, PACFISH was designed to help term in nature due to BMP
. . RECOVER these ESA listed fish. The intent of . . .
Fisheries/PACF - - implementation. Not completing these
PACFISH was to design projects that made 23/05 L .
ISH . . : activities is counter to the intent of
things better for fish. I do not think that
. - . L . PACFISH and the Nez Perce Forest Plan.
disturbing 120 miles of existing road, creating . -
. - As discussed in the FEIS, temporary
36 miles of new temporary road, and cutting
. ; . roads would have no effect on streams
60-80 million board feet of timber will do L -
. - . ’ based on recent monitoring, and timber
anything but bring these ESA listed fish closer
to extinction harvest would occur over roughly a
' decade. PACFISH buffer implementation
has proven effective in protecting
streams. We expect this project to allow
for the continued improvement of ESA
listed fish habitat over the long haul.
The Tribe appreciates that the OEIS includes a The proposed project would meet the
section on Tribal Treaty Rights. EIS at 1-18,19. tribal treaty obligations for the project
While the Tribe appreciates the Forest Service's area by improving steam habitat
acknowledgment of the Tribe's 1855 Treaty and conditions over time which would
Tribal Trust responsibilities in this section, the maintain fishing opportunities for Tribal
Fisheries/Tribe | 298MCY should include additional evaluation 21/04 members. The area is currently lacking in

how it upholds Tribal treaty obligations for this
Project. There is no analysis of the impacts of
the proposal to tribal treaty rights. To ensure
federal compliance with the Tribe’s treaties, it
is essential that the Forest Service examine the
impacts of the project on tribal resources and, if

forage for big game such as elk and deer
which are both important species for
Tribal members who hunt. The amount of
forage is expected to increase in timber
harvest units. Harvest would also increase
the visibility and vulnerability of big
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necessary, develop an alternative that game. This would be both positive (for
maximizes protection and enhancement of those the hunter) and negative (for the elk).
resources. By failing to adequately analyze Project activities are not expected to
impacts to, or protect, treaty rights, a substantial negatively affect the Tribes’ ability to
likelihood exists that the Forest, through its gather important plant species and may
action, may be diminishing treaty rights. The improve conditions for some of them (ex:
Forest Service's responsibility to the Tribe, as huckleberries and mushrooms). Road
enumerated by federal statutes, cases, and the decommissioning may limit access to
Forest Service's own policies, is "to protect 'to some areas; however the benefits would
the fullest extent possible' the tribal treaty be realized in stream habitat conditions.
rights, and the resources on which those rights The Tribe has been an integral part of our
depend." Klamath Tribes v. Forest Service, 24 road decommissioning program
Ind. Law Rep. 3017 (D. Or. 1996). Forestwide.
A claim is made in DEIS Section 3.1.5 and
Table 3-1 that all streams in the project area The Forest Plan allows harvest activities
(except for the mainstem and Middle Fork to occur in watersheds not meeting their
Clear Creek) are experiencing an upward trend water quality objective as long as an
Fisheri in fish habitat conditions. According to the Nez upward trend is occurring. The FEIS
isheries/Upwa - - - o .
rd Trend Perce Fo_rest Plan, timber harvest can only 06/10 |nclude_zs additional clarlfylng_ information
proceed in streams that are below Forest Plan regarding upward trend for Pine Knob,
standards if a positive upward trend is Middle Fork and the mainstem of Clear
evidenced. All project areas streams were Creek. These are the only watersheds that
considered to be below their standards when the don’t currently meet their objective.
Forest Plan was signed. ...
With the 1987 Forest Plan, the critical issue is
cobble embeddedness (substrate sediment, p. 3- The DFC model uses generally accepted
5 DEIS). In order to determine compliance salmon and steelhead habitat preference
with the Forest Plan objective, you need to information that is still valid and
compare 1987 CE levels (plus additional years) applicable to habitat in the current
with the 2012 CE data (hopefully measured decade. The accuracy of the sampling
with the same technique) for a valid methodologies for cobble embeddedness
Fisheries/Upwa comparisoq. The DFC fisheries model_ was and % fines, however, has improved since
rd Trend developed in the early 1990s. It is unlikely that 08/13 the model was developed. We feel the
data collected prior to the 1990s and used in the sampling methodologies are therefore
1987 Nez Perce Forest Plan could validly be acceptable. Information other than cobble
utilized in the DFC model derived from embeddedness is used to make the
different survey methodologies on the upward trend determination for streams
Clearwater National Forest. In any case, there not meeting their objectives. This
is simply not enough reliable data to document clarifying information has been included
a convincing argument of upward trend and in the FEIS.
compliance with the Forest Plan objective.
The Aquatics section of the FEIS
. . . analyzes the effects on fish and their
S . Ther_e is no way that fish habl'_[at e_md s’gream habi¥at. The expected effects are based
Fisheries/Wildl | quality as well as the forest wildlife will not by 31/03 mosl S -
- . . : ] y on recent monitoring and field
ife seriously impacted by such a huge increase in : -
this timber harvest. reviews, as well as profess[ongl
judgment. The effects to wildlife are
discussed in the FEIS.
Additional information regarding the
Where livestock are permitted to graze, we ask eX|st|r|19_condf|ft|on ar]ld pm?”“‘i: .
that you assess the present condition and cumulative effects of continued grazing
’ - . - are included in the FEIS. No monitoring
Grazin cor]tl_nge to monitor th? |mp'acts Pf grazing 03/130 associated with grazing is included in the
g g g
activities upon vegetation diversity, soil : Sl
> - Clear Creek project but will likely, and
compaction, stream bank stability and .
subsequent sedimentation, more 'approprlately occur u.nde'r the
Eastside Allotment EA which is currently
in process.
Grazing It does not appear that the effects of cattle 06/73 See response to Comment #03/130. The

grazing have been incorporated into the

grazing impacts referred to are a result of
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watershed analysis. On page 3-44 of the DEIS potential increases in cattle grazing
it is suggested that “grazing impacts could within harvested units where forage is
increase over a period of up to 20 years”. How expected to increase. No additional
have grazing impacts been accounted for in the effects to streams are expected due to
watershed analysis? PACFISH buffer retention and the steep
topography in a large portion of the area
where cattle do not roam.
Grazing What. abOl.H Impacts from grazing on watershed 28/15 See response to Comment #03/130,
and fisheries?
My next comment concerns the grazing See response to Comment #03/130. While
allotments. For decades this has been poorly cattle can and do contribute to weed
managed in the Clear Creek drainage, having presence, it is difficult to separate their
some passed from one rancher to the next and effects from vehicle traffic in the drainage
poorly monitored or reported. Weeds are a which also spreads weeds. These
problem and there are no checks or comments are more appropriately
certifications concerning the cattle that are addressed in the Eastside Allotment EA
Grazi moved into the drainage. Weeds are a big (currently in process) which can address
razing . . 29/03 .
problem everywhere and that being said | seasons of use, weed free feeding
would think it necessary to have some restraint requirements prior to turn on dates, and
involved on where the cattle have been before monitoring. The Clear Creek proposal
being moved to the Forest and some monies was not designed to alleviate issues
added to the lease cost to administer these rules. associated with cattle grazing. We have
Or, my suggestion is get rid of the leases if forwarded your comments to the Eastside
we're just pretending and get to managing them Allotment EA team leader for
at a higher level if we aren't. consideration in that project.
As required by law, each harvest unit will
have a prescription prepared by a certified
Silviculturist. The prescriptions include
marking guides that enable field crews to
implement the desired treatment
correctly. The Forest Service will mark
Similarly, what prescriptions protocol will be leave trees for retention in regeneration
used for logging? Will the agency mark trees or harvest units. The commercial thin units
will the company be allowed leeway in will either be leave tree marked or treated
Harvest/Layout | determining what trees to cut? How are issues 28/43 with a designation by description
such as the likelihood of blowdown in the provision in a stewardship contract. The
regeneration logging units factored into the contractor selects the trees based on the
prescriptions? written description (preferred species,
size, spacing) with oversite by the Forest
Service. Blow down in regeneration
harvest units will be treated as
accumulation of large woody debris to
meet the guidelines for moist habitat
types as outlined in Graham et al.
This document lacks any form of cultural
resource section, let alone an actual analysis.
Heritage These resources are fairly richly present in the 01/06 An effects analysis for Cultural
lower end of the Clear Creek drainage, Resources has been added to the FEIS.
probably less so up higher. The absence of this
analysis is inexplicable and also unforgiveable.
The DEIS does not analyze cultural resources.
Heritage Avre there no cultural resources in the project 28/46 An effects analysis for Cultural
area? It is hard to imagine there are none in an Resources has been added to the FEIS.
area over 40,000 acres.
I think there is a serious lack of scientific An effects analysis for the Cultural
insight into the role of people in the Resources has been added to the FEIS.
Heritage/Tribe | environment — both for restoration purposes, 30/02 Consultation with the Nez Perce Tribe

and for future proposals. A cultural
anthropologist is needed to better consider the

has been ongoing since April 2012.
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personal and community impacts of these
options -- and economists and sociologists
should work from the basis of those findings,
not just stats; and an historical ecologist is
needed to better understand documented
restoration options and better prepare future
thinning, planting, and prescribed fire (human
ignitions) strategies. I also think you should be
working hand-in-glove with the Nez PerceTribe
with both of these approaches, rather than
simply doing periodic "informational"
presentations. The public and tribe should be
more involved from the beginning of this
project, and certainly during implementation
and future planning opportunities.
Why does the project area boundary exclude the
cabins on Lindberg Lake? They are in the
Wildland Urban interface. Drawing the project
Lindberg boundary down the middle of Lindberg Lake 03/102 There is no o Lindberg Lake in the
Lake/WUI seems like an attempt to gerrymander the cabins project area.
out so the Forest Service doesn’t have to
include the impacts of the cabins in the project
analysis.
Additionally, the Forest should consider Staggered treatment areas will be
staggering activities within the smaller sub- considered to assist in improving
watersheds through time, allowing units to watershed conditions where needed. Both
Loqdi begin recovery before conducting additional :
0gging ivities. This may be possible with thoughtful 2109 | the NEZSED and ECA models analyzed
Systems activities may be po ‘houg all activities as occurring at the same
planning. As this project is a restoration time, providing a worst case scenario
activity, consideration should be given first and Sta ! ering activities in time and s acé
foremost to accomplishing tl1e goals with the aggering . P
least impact possible. will help reduce potential effects.
More importantly, the fuel/fire hazard situation
Map/Fuels post-project on land of all ownerships within 03/104 see response to comment 3/111
the WUI must also be displayed on a map.
Since the project’s goals are to reduce the
chances that fire will destroy private structures,
and harm people, the current fuel/fire hazard see response to comments 3/110, 3/111,
Map/WUl situation on land of all ownerships within the 03/103 06/20 and 3/107.
WUI (at least the WUI that’s relevant to this
area) must be displayed on a map.
Disclose maps of the area that show the A . .
following elements: 1. Past, current, and A map showing past activities by deca_de
reasonably foreseeable logging units in the In the tCIear ﬁreebk Integaatgc: RAe\storatc;gn
Project area; 2. The cumulative effects of past, g‘rcgj: fhea:fglsas een added to Appendix
current, and reasonably foreseeable logging '
units; 3. Past, current, and reasonably Two grazing allotments cover the entire
foreseeable logging units in the Project area; 4. grazing A
The cumulative effects of past, current, and analysis and are_e_xpect_e dto cor_mnue into
Maps S 03/36 the future. Additional information on
reasonably foreseeable grazing; 5. Past, current, cumulative grazing effects is included in
and reasonably foreseeable grazing allotments the Aquatics section of the FEIS
in the Project area; 6. Density of human '
residences within 1.5 miles from the Project . " e
unit boundaries; 7. Hiding cover in the Project Elr?\%'rai ﬁez O(delegrrfv\r/?ﬁl( S\r/]gwsli?]snd
area according to the Forest Plan definition; 8. locati # old arowth forest in the Clear
Old growth forest in the Project area; 9. Big oca |I(0nS oroldgro
game security areas; 10. Moose winter range; Creek project area.
Maps Please provide a map showing the WU and the 03/37 Please see the response to 03/36.

locations of all homes in comparison to the
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project area.
This comment addresses monitoring at
the Forestwide scale; however it may not
Disclose the Nez Perce-Clearwater National be pertinent at the project level. For
- Forest’s record of compliance with its example, there are no Forest Plan water
Monitoring . - oo 03/11 - L T
monitoring requirements as set forth in its quality monitoring stations in Clear
Forest Plan; Creek. The most recent monitoring
reports have been added to the project
file.
Disclose the Nez Perce-Clearwater National No monitoring requirements from
s - - previous documents in the Clear Creek
Forest’s record of compliance with the o
- o - . . area were found. Monitoring
Monitoring additional monitoring requirements set forth in 03/12 - : .
: requirements for NEPA projects outside
previous DN/FONSIs and RODs on the Nez .
. . the area are outside the scope and have no
Perce-Clearwater National Forest; . .
bearing on the Clear Creek project.
Wh.'le monitoring is directed fpr CFLRA We are currently assisting the CBC in
projects, the Forest should be judicious in L
- . - development of the CFLRA monitoring
Monitoring clearly defining the problem/issue to be 13/26 o
. o plan and agree that monitoring needs to
monitored. Monitoring should be carefully address current issues
designed to address ONLY the problem/issue. '
Current noxious weed inventories display
a low level of infestations mostly
confined to existing roads. Weeds
typically disperse by seed from wind,
water, animals, people, and machinery.
The spread of noxious weeds would be
mitigated by design criteria including
chemically treating any noxious weed
Disclose the level of current noxious weed populations along the existing road
infestations in the Project area and the cause of systems before and after project
Noxious Weeds | those infestations; Disclose the impact of the 03/14 implementation; monitoring and cleaning
Project on noxious weed infestations and native any equipment of loose debris prior to
plant communities; entering the Project area to prevent “new
invader” weed establishment; and
revegetating project —related exposed
soils ) i.e. landings, skid trails, road sides,
etc.) using certified noxious weed free
native seed mix and fertilizer (as
necessary ) upon project completion. All
seeding would follow Region 1
guidelines.
Yes, weeds are a threat to biodiversity on
national forests in general. Since the
. Is it true that noxious weeds are one of the top current weed density is extremely IO.W n
Noxious Weeds L . 03/45 the treatment area, there are no species
threats to biodiversity on our National Forests? :
being removed from the ecosystem and
thus existing biodiversity would be
maintained.
NFMA implementing regulations have
been recently revised (2012) and make it
How can the Forest Service be complying with clear that the intent of meeting NFMA is
. NFMA'’s requirement to maintain biodiversity focused at the planning unit level through
Noxious Weeds if it has no legal standards that address noxious 03/46 implementation of the Forest Plan. There
weeds? are no project specific NFMA
requirements except to be consistent with
applicable Forest Plans.
. Will this Project exacerbate existing noxious Most of the current weed infe_stations
Noxious Weeds 03/60 occur along the road systems in the

weed infestations and start new infestations?

project area. The spread of noxious weeds
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would be mitigated as outlined in the
Design Criteia 226 as answered in the
response to comment #3/14 en-page23
above
The Forest Service’s own management
activities are largely responsible for noxious
Noxious Weeds | weed infestations; in particular, logging, 03/73 see response to comment 03/60
prescribed burns, and road construction and use
create a risk of weed infestations.
:hgl_rtertnot\;]al ofttrbelgshthroutghflogg_mg can "ﬂso Thank you for your observations. The
Noxious Weeds | |2ctHate the establishment of noxious wee 03/74 FEIS has been updated to include a
infestations because of soil disturbance and the - ) : .
. section on invasive plants in Chapter 3.
reduction of canopy closure.
We would agree that roads are often the
Roads are often the first place new invader primary spread vectors for weeds,
weeds are introduced. Vehicle traffic and soil however, we disagree that weeds often
disturbances from road construction and spread into adjacent areas, particularly in
maintenance create ideal establishment the forested and heavily vegetated areas
. conditions for weeds. Roads also provide that typify the Clear Creek project area.
Noxious Weeds obvious dispersal corridors. Roadsides 03/75 Weeds within Clear Creek are generally
throughout the project area are infested with confined to roadways where they are
noxious weeds. Once established along easily inventoried and treated; or recently
roadsides, invasive plants will likely spread into disturbed sites where their persistence is
adjacent grasslands and forest openings. limited due to reforestation or
revegetation by native plants.
Please address the ecological, social and ascetic
impact of current noxious weed infestations
within the project area. Include an analysis of
the impact of the actions proposed by this The FEIS has been updated to provide an
Noxious Weeds project on the long and short term spread of 03/78 analysis of the impacts of the project in
current and new noxious weed infestations. relation to the potential spread of noxious
What treatment methods will be used to address weeds
growing noxious weed problems? What
noxious weeds are currently and historically
found within the project area?
This project is not located in Montana.
Please include a map of current noxious weed A map of the current infestations is
infestations which includes knapweed, Saint included in the project record. Idaho’s
Johnswort, cheat grass, bull thistle, Canada noxious weeds are plant species that have
. thistle, hawkweed, hound’s-tongue, oxeye daisy been designated “ noxious” by law in the
Noxious Weeds and all other Category 1, Category 2 and 03/79 Idaho Code (title 22 chapter 24). There
Category 3 weeds classified as noxious in the are 64 noxious weed species that make up
MONTANA COUNTY NOXIOUS WEED the list. Canada thistle and spotted
LIST. knapweed account for most of the current
inventory.
There are 4 small populations of
hawkweed (some orange, some yellow); 3
. Avre yellow and orange hawkweeds present near Pine Knob drainage and 1 near the
Noxious Weeds within the project area? 03/80 South Fork Clear Creek. All are along
roads. The Weed Cooperative has been
notified of their presence.
Please address the cumulative, direct and
indirect effects of the proposed project on weed
introduction, spread and persistence that The FEIS has been updated to provide an
Noxi includes how weed infestations have been and analysis of the impacts to the project in
oxious Weeds 03/81

will be influenced by the following
management actions: road construction
including new permanent and temporary roads,
and skid trails proposed within this project;

relation to the potential spread of noxious
weeds.
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opening and decommissioning of roads
represented on forest service maps; ground
disturbance and traffic on forest service
template roads, mining access routes, and
private roads; removal of trees through
commercial and pre-commercial logging and
understory thinning; and prescribed burns.
What open, gated, and decommissioned Forest
Service roads within the project area proposed
as haul routes have existent noxious weed
populations and what methods will be used to
assure that noxious weeds are not spread into
the proposed action units?
The Forest is a cooperator in the
Clearwater Basin Weed Management
Area (CBWMA). Commitment to this
partnership ensures that inventory,
What commitment to a long-term, consistent tre_atment and monitoring Qf identified
. strategy of application is being proposed for priority areas are accomplished at a
Noxious Weeds . o 03/82 strategic level that transcends property
each weed infested area within the proposed boundari d makes b f
action area? oundaries and makes best use o
' manpower and resources. The CBWMA
was formed in 1995 and will continue to
be the forum for strategic management of
invasive plants across the Clearwater
Basin.
A map of the current weed infestations is
included in the project record. Although
Which units within the project area currently surveys may not have found an
Noxious Weeds | have no noxious weed populations within their 03/85 infestation in a particular unit, that does
boundaries? not mean there are no weeds in that unit.
The majority of weeds are found along
roads.
The Forest Plan does not define any
standards for noxious weeds; however we
continue to conduct weed management
What minimum standards are in the Nez Perce- under the Nez Perce Forest NOX'OUS
. - Weed Control Program Environmental
Noxious Weeds | Clearwater National Forest Plan to address 03/86
- . - Assessment (1988) and the (2009)
noxious weed infestations? : . o .
Biological Opinion Endangered Species
Act — Section 7 Consultation on the
effects of the Nez Perce National Forest
Noxious Weed Programmatic.
The failure to include preventive standards - -
. o The design criteria common to all
. violates NFMA because the Forest Service is L2 . .
Noxious Weeds . - . . 03/88 alternatives is found in the FEIS in
not ensuring the protection of soils and native
. Chapter 2.
plant communities.
Additionally, the omission of an EIS alternative The FE!S considers a ran_ge_of .
. - . alternatives. The ROD will identify the
. that includes preventive measures would violate - :
Noxious Weeds . . 03/89 environmentally preferred alternative.
NEPA because the Forest Service would fail to - - o
: - Noxious weed design criteria are the
consider a reasonable alternative. A
same for all alternatives.
Local native vegetation has evolved with and is
adapted to the climate, soils, and natural Thank you for your observations. We
processes such as fire, insect and disease agree. The design for this project
Noxious Weeds | infestations, and windthrow. Any management 03/90 considered and incorporated the natural

or lack of management that causes these natural
processes to be altered may have impacts on
native vegetation, including threatened and

successional processes that shape
disturbance dependent ecosystems.
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sensitive plants.
The Forests have a very successful
history of weed management through our
participation as a cooperator in the
...the NEZ PERCE-CLEARWATER NF Clearwater Basin Weed Management
continues the large-scale propagation of weeds, Area. Inventory and monitoring is done
and fails to monitor the effectiveness of all its pre and post treatment so that
noxious weed treatment plans to date. There is effectiveness can be determined and
no guarantee that the money needed for the inform future management options.
present management direction will be supplied Funds from the Collaborative Forest
Noxious Weeds | by Congress, no guarantee that this amount of 03/126 Landscape Restoration Program have
money will effectively stem the growing tide of allowed us to accelerate weed inventory,
noxious weed invasions, no accurate analysis of treatment and monitoring in this project
the costs of the necessary post-treatment area as well as across the greater 1.5
monitoring, and certainly no genuine analysis million acre Selway Middle-Fork project
of the long-term costs beyond those incurred by area. The CFLRP is a 10 year program
site specific weed control actions. and it is expected that many infestations
will be in a custodial mode at the end of
the program as a result of the additional
funding.
“Land productivity” in the context of
your comment is rather qualitative and
difficult to measure, however the Nez
Perce — Clearwater Forests have been
described as some of the most productive
Please disclose how the productivity of the land inland forests in the country. At that
been affected in the project area and forestwide level, weed infestations are not having an
Noxious Weeds | due to noxious weed infestations, and how that 03/134 effect on productivity nor will
situation is expected to change in the coming implementation of the project increase
years and decades. weed infestations to the extent that they
will have an influence on land
productivity. The FEIS has been updated
to include an analysis of the impacts to
the project in relation to the potential
spread of noxious weeds.
Noxious Weeds will thls Project exacerhate existing noxious 03/156 Please refer to comment as 3/60.
weed infestations and start new infestations?
The DEIS does not evaluate the impacts of the
Project on.the e§tabllshment, _spread, and/gr The FEIS has been updated to include an
control of invasive plant species, referencing - -
- L analysis of noxious weeds. See response
such issues only incidentally (pp. 2-9, 3-54, 3-
. o to comments 3/14 and 3/74. Spotted
76). The lower Selway River corridor is known .
. - knapweed and Canada thistle account for
. to suffer from spotted knapweed invasion, - R
Noxious Weeds - T . 21/12 the largest area of infestation in the
among other species. It is important that this B - - .
- ! - project area, with most infestations
Project be designed and evaluated in ways . A N
: . occurring along roads. Design criteria are
which at least prevent, if not reverse, the spread . . I
. . . : included in Chapter 2 to minimize the
of this and other invasive species. The DEIS . - -
. . spread or introduction of noxious weeds.
currently affords little opportunity to evaluate
the effect of the Project on these species.
Noxious Please include an alternative in the DEIS that
includes land management standards that will see response to comments 3/14 and
Weeds/Alternat - - . 03/87
- prevent new weed infestations by addressing 03/78.
ives . -
the causes of weed infestation.
BMP’s have had good success in
. L stopping/preventing new weed
Noxious How effectlve have BMPs bee_n atstopping (."e' infestations on the Moose Creek District.
preventing) new weed infestations from starting 03/42

Weeds/BMP’s

during logging and related road operations?

Early Detection Rapid Response (EDRR )
is key component in the Forest Service
and State of Idaho’s effort to stop new
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invaders before they become established
populations. In 2005 a small isolated
population of Yellow star thistle was
reported to the Moose Creek District on
one of our logging roads The spot was
treated and retreated to kill off any seed.
Monitoring indicates that n plants have
ever come back to that site..
Prescribed burning activities within the analysis
area would likely cumulatively contribute to
increases to noxious weed distribution and
populatlons. ASadisturhance process, flrg has The FEIS has been updated to include an
the potential to greatly exacerbate infestations - - S
. - - - analysis of the impacts to the project in
. of certain noxious weed species, depending on g . -
Noxious . - . relation to the potential spread of noxious
- burn severity and habitat type (Fire Effects 03/76 . oo : .
Weeds/Fire - A weeds. Design criteria are included in
Information System 2004). Soil disturbance, .
. Chapter 2 to reduce the spread of noxious
such as that resulting from low and moderate
L . . . weeds.
burn severities from prescribed fire and fire
suppression related disturbances (dozer lines,
drop spots, etc.), provide optimum conditions
for noxious weed invasion.
We cannot speculate on the final product
Noxious Will the Forest Service be considering binding of Forest Plan revision process that is
Weeds/Forest | legal standards for noxious weeds in its revision 03/41 currently underway. Until that time we
Plan of the Nez Perce-Clearwater Forest Plan? are guided by the current 1987 Forest
Plan.
Noxious Why isn’t the Forest Ser_\/lce_cons@ermg a Design criteria have been included in the
Forest Plan amendment in this Project to amend . - S
Weeds/Forest - - 03/44 project design to minimize the spread of
the Forest Plan to include binding legal - '
Plan - noxious weeds. No amendment is needed.
standards that address noxious weeds?
Long term monitoring is done in
cooperation with the Clearwater Basin
Weed Management Area, which includes
partners from the Forests, State of Idaho,
Idaho County, Nez Perce Tribe and
private landowners. Periodic inventory of
susceptible habitats and spread vectors is
Noxious What lond term monitoring of weed accomplished by field crews and data
Weeds/Monitor o ulatio?]s is bronosed? 9 03/83 electronically uploaded to the Natural
ing Pop prop ' Resource Manager database. Treatments
are also entered into this database.
Access to this information ensures that
managers can monitor population trends
over time as well as treatment
effectiveness. No specific monitoring of
weed populations is proposed under the
Clear Creek project.
Please disclose the results monitoring of weed Monitoring results of treated areas are
Noxious treatments on the NEZ PERCE- entered into the FACTS database, and
Weeds/Monitor | CLEARWATER NF that have been projected 03/138 reports are periodically produced from
ing to significantly reduce noxious weed the database to determine program
populations over time, or prevent spread. efficacy.
What native plant restoration activities will be - .
. . - - . Only Native tree species would be
Noxious implemented in areas disturbed by the actions lanted after loaaing operations are
Weeds/Native | proposed in this project? Will disturbed areas P er"0gging operatit
' . . - : 03/84 complete (including skid trails) and
Plant including road corridors, skid trails, and burn - .
. . : - native grasses would be planted in the
Restoration units be planted or reseeded with native plant .
en grassland restoration areas.
species?
Noxious Is it true that new roads are the number one 03/43 The use of roads provides a vector for
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Weeds/Roads | cause of new noxious weed infestations? new weed invasions; however no new
permanent roads would be constructed
and all temporary roads would be
obliterated after use so that they are not
usable to motorized traffic. Design
features would be implemented to reduce
the risk of weed spread or new invasions.
The greatest risk for new weed
infestations is the loss of native plant
habitat. By restoring and keeping native
ecosystems intact we promote healthy
plant communities that can better
withstand invasive species.
While the proposal discusses treating weeds
along the roads in the project area it does not
mention other areas of weeds and concerns....
There is a large infestation of yellow star thistle
in T31N R6E Sec 3 SE ¥4, which is not near a
road. The initial infestation was reported to the
forest service about 11 years ago but it was
never addressed. This is part of the area where
prescribed fire treatment is planned. Fields
studies have shown that fires are usually not
severe enough to kill yellow star thistle seed
and that fire stimulates germination of yellow
star thistle seed in the soil seed bank, reduces
competition in the plant community, red_uces The district has no record of this initial
the thatch layer, and exposes mineral soil. infestation report. Current inventories do
. Yellow star thistle plants that germinate Infesta port. & Lo
Noxious following fire may grow larger and have more not show any large infestations in that
Weeds/Yellow fi - 11/01 Section. Idaho County Weed crews are
. ower heads the following year. It has been . .
Star Thistle - . currently treating the road systems in that
suggested that heat from prescribed fire may .
. s : area and have been made aware of this
stimulate germination of yellow star thistle seed old renort
in the soil. While fire can be an effective port.
treatment of yellow star thistle it has to occur at
the correct time in the life cycle and must be
followed up with intensive management
practices. Without these parameters yellow star
thistle infestations will become worse, and the
infestation could spread to other tracts
scheduled for burning since the newly burned
areas will be more susceptible to infestation.
Given the mentioned lack of concern or
treatment of the initial infestation in the area |
am inclined to believe little or no follow up
treatment will occur after the area is burned, let
alone any “aggressive” treatment.
The Forest Plan requires that old growth
levels be described by Old Growth
old Growth Disclose the current level of old growth forest 03/19 Analysis Areas (OGAA), not third order
in each third order drainage in the Project area; drainages. The DEIS, pg. 3-66 provides
the amount of verified old growth in each
OGAA.
The method used to determine old growth
Disclose the method used to quantify old is the Common Stand Exam _protocol
Old Growth growth forest acreages and it;1 rate (?f/ error 03/20 developed by the USFS Region 1 forest

based upon field review of its predictions;

inventory staff. The rates of error can be
found in the old growth reports located in
the project file.
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Historic levels of mature and old growth
can be estimated by each vegetation
response unit (VRU) within the project
Disclose the historic levels of mature and old area which characterizes the natural
Old Growth growth forest in the Project area; 03/21 disturbance pattern. VRU 3 20 - 50%;
VRU 8 10-40%; VRU 7 35-65%; VRU
10 35-65%; VRU 17 25-55%; VRU 1 5-
10%.
The amount of old growth necessary to
sustain species viability is dependent on
the individual species. Currently we are
meeting Forest Plan standards for Old
Disclose the level of mature and old growth Sg)n't:m-crgf g:g{zgtasrgﬁsgggfuaslrelg
Old Growth forest necessary to sustain viable populations of 03/22 | P g g h
dependent wildlife species in the area; ClaSSEs, Specles compositions an patc
sizes that would been present if natural
disturbance (fire) were allowed to occur.
Chapter 3 wildlife section of the FEIS
further documents the projects effects to
individual species and habitats.
old Growth Disclose the amount of mature and old growth 03/23 Mature will be reduced by 2%, there will
forest that will remain after implementation; not be any changes to verified old growth.
Disclose the amount of current habitat for old
growth and mature forest dependent species in
Old Growth }he Project area, Disclose the amount of habitat 03/24 See the response to 03/22 and 03/23
or old growth and mature forest dependent
species that will remain after Project
implementation;
See response to comment 03/20. The
Disclose the method used to model old growth criteria used to determine wildlife species
old Growth and mature forest dependent wildlife habitat 03/25 habitat was shown in the DEIS, pg. 3-84.
acreages and its rate of error based upon field This information is based on the habitat
review of its predictions; needs for each species and the Forest
Service vegetation database.
Stands that met the definition of old
growth according to Old Growth Habitats
of the Northern Region (Green et al) were
Please disclose how stands to be treated removed from consideration for
compare to Forest Plan or Regional old-growth regeneration treatment in order to be
criteria. In order to disclose such information, consistent with the CFLR program
please provide all the details, in plain language, emphasis on retention of old growth. A
Old Growth of these areas’ forest characteristics (the various 03/124 site specific Forest plan amendment to
tree components’ species, age and diameter of utilize the Green et al definitions has been
the various tree components, canopy closure, proposed to be consistent with USFS
snag density by size class, amounts of down Region 1 direction. These definitions
logs, understory composition, etc.). include the habitat and structural
characteristics in your question. We
incorporate these definitions by reference
in response to your comment.
I did a rough calculation using the "age class"”
table on page 14 of the "NFMA Assesment"
document, and it looks like to me that in 30
years 45% will be in the +150 year category Your rough calculations appear to be
Old Growth VS. 30% now. Way at the upper end of HRV or 05/09 correct
desired. It looks to me like 75% of the project
area will be in the "mature” class (+100) in 30
years.
old Growth Why is this amendment limited to the Clear 06/03 Separate NEPA would be required for a

Creek Integrated Restoration Project? If the

forestwide amendment. It is expected that
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proposal is appropriate for Clear Creek it the Green et al definitions will be
should be appropriate for the remainder of the incorporated into the Revised Forest Plan.
Forest. As the document which provides For this reason, the Forest Supervisor has
guidance for ongoing site specific projects, the decided not to do a forestwide
Forest Plan should not be amended at the amendment for either old growth or soils
project level for every site specific conflict that at this time
comes up. This is also true for the proposed
soil quality amendment.
There appears to be an erroneous conclusion
regarding the Green et al. 1992 paper which
was never intended to describe definitions of
old growth types. The numbers were intended -
to be minimum screening criteria for possible All standsghat %re befl_ngl;dprﬂpolie(cjj Eor
old growth stands from the timber stand data trea?n_qent nave been Tield checked by a
base. According to the Green et al. 1992 the cgrt|f|e_d Sllvu_:ultu_nst and_vylldl_|fe
final determination of old growth status was to gtlz;)r:?jgI\?\Eégﬂgrlg()\tfc:d]%e;:fég?\tsli?jnegggx

Old Growth be made by a qualified ecologist or wildlife 06/04 P -

; - . . - or treatment due to the fact that field
biologist. Strict reliance on data base queries verification revealed that they currently
from the timber stand database has been shown meet the definition of old growth. During
to give unreliable results in past court cases - L i
(Iron Honey Timber Sale, Idaho Panhandle prOJecF develo'p.ment additional stands
National Forest — 9th U.S. Circuit Court of were field verified as old growth.
Appeals in San Francisco, 2004) and is no
substitute for field investigation by qualified
professionals.

Your old growth analysis is somewhat difficult
to understand. You have a long discussion on
unverified old growth, but it is unclear how The unverified old growth appears to
old Growth these stands fit i_nto your old growth retgn_tion 06/29 meet old growth definitions b{is_ed on
strategy. The difference between unverified old legacy data but was never verified on the
growth and verified old growth is unclear and ground.
there is no discussion on the methods that were
used to determine the stands in each category.
Figure 3-1 is a map showing vegetation
successional stages within riparian habitat
You also indicate that old growth blocks are (é:()rgzekr\llr?:éo?a?(zza;e(,lthgr(;ﬁoS% mr;h:c?zla?g;
supposed to be over 50 acres in size according When comgbined with Figure 5_71 which '
to the Forest Plan, but yet 42% of the stands is a map showing verified and un’verified
you have selected are less than 50 acres in size. old growth in the project area, you can
You suggest that PACFISH buffers connect see where the two overlap PACFISH
these areas, but make no mention of the '
Old Growth o, . 06/30 buffers would be managed for old
condition of these buffers and do not consider rowth over the long-term which means
that narrow connecting buffer strips may place g time th | d% L P
some species at risk. The Forest plan suggests '1% '7%18 ac?gg \(I)\;’O; d gfosvmmz;lrp g;nwohich
large old growth patch sizes of over 300 acres ' /
. - would be connected over time. Also the
to avoid edge effects and vulnerability of 9.200 acre Clear Creek Roadless Area
species that may be attracted to these areas. " . - Mt
will provide a large security minimize
edge effect for wildlife species over the
long term.

You state that you have used the Green et al.

(1992) guidelines (Inappropriately cited as

Green et al. 2008) for identifying old growth.

However, you fail to mention that the Green et

Old Growth al. 1992 numbers are just screening criteria to 06/31 See the response to 06/04.

identify possible old growth stands. It is
suggested in Green et al. 1992 that stands be
field verified by a qualified ecologist or
biologist to confirm old growth status. Has this
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been done?
You suggest that up to two miles of temporary .
road will be built in old growth stands under This comment_ portrays _the temporary
. - road construction as a single road through
alternatives B and C, and one mile on .
h L a single stand. The EIS clearly states that
Alternative D. However, you dismiss these . 7
. v the average length is 0.1 miles in 17 road
impacts and suggest “the effects would be seqments in Alternative B & C. and 13
Old Growth indistinguishable when compared to natural 06/32 g : . r
L S - segments in D with an average opening
diversity and openings in old-growth habitats”. - S
. . . size 0.4 acres. This is similar to natural
Excuse me! A straight line road corridor, even .
o P gap development that occurs as stands in
if it has been perfectly re-contoured is still .
. - : stem exclusion stage progress towards the
going to look like a rehabbed road prism rather
L old growth stage.
than a natural opening in an old growth stand.
While the timber interests will make great
profits, the old growth trees should be more Old growth has been identified and will
Old Growth protected and the forest should be 07/01 not be harvested during implementation
sustainable...Consider preservation of this of this project.
resource for generations to come
Discuss old growth by geographic area (not
timber compartment/sub-compartme_znt). Based See response to comments 03/19, 06/24,
upon the stand exam data collected in the .
analysis area, the term ‘unverified old growth’ an_d ‘.5/29' Youare correct{ treatments
Old Growth - : . - 13/23 within old growth are designed to reduce
is unclear as to why/what this refers. What is . - .
. g - . - fire effects which would help to retain old
important to disclose is the plan actions will rowth on the landscane
treat some old growth to reduce the threat of g pe.
uncharacteristic fire removing these stands.
Old Growth all old growth should be untouched 14/01 yr(())j(élg growth will be harvested with this
Currently there are 4,654 acres of verified
Old Growth is there, in fact, zero old growth left? 14/04 old growth within the project area as
noted in the DEIS on pg. 3-66.
old Growth The Forest Service must not allow logging of 20/02 No.old growth will be harvested with this
any old-growth forest here. project.
See response to comment 06/32. Impacts
to old growth are associated with by
I am concerned with the impacts to old growth, temporary road construction. This project
Old Growth : 22/03 - -
as well as fragmentation of forested areas. was designed to reduce fragmentation by
creating larger patches that better
represent natural patterns (FEIS, Ch. 1).
There need to be alternatives that do not No old growth will be harvested with this
involve logging in old growth habitat. Logging project. Improvement harvest on 330
Old Growth to improve old growth habitat creates its own 22/06 acres is designed to retain the large trees
problems-removing trees impacts flora and and reduce the risk that they would be
fauna. lost in a wildfire (DEIS, pg. 2-7).
See response to comments 07/01 and
Do not cut any old growth trees as it would be 22/06. It would not be a violation of the
Old Growth in violation of the Forest Plan and would harm 24/01 Forest Plan as the Forest currently meets
public lands and degrade wildlife habitat. its requirements for old growth (DEIS, pg
3-65
Harvest of "old growth" timber remnant in the
Old Growth area should be discouraged, as that rem_nant 26/03 See response to comment 22/06
should serve as a model for the vegetative
succession we would like to see.
Finally, while we understand that the proposal
amends the old growth definition consistent
with best available science, the FEIS should This is discussed in the Vegetation
Old Growth describe how the project “fully maintains the 27/07 section of the FEIS. Also see response to

structure and composition of old growth stands
(according to the pre-fire suppression character
appropriate to the forest type).”

comment 22/06.
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Green et al. was not designed to replace either a
forgst plan deflnltlon_ or field work. IF was See response to comments 21/15 and
designed as a screening protocol to aid in the 06/03. The Forest Supervisor has decided
Old Growth identification of old growth stands. Why 28/22 ' - )
not to do a forestwide amendment at this
amend the forest plan here and not everywhere -
! - 2 time.
on the forest? This creates a serious policy
problem.
The actual amount of old growth is a serious
question. Have field surveys by qualified
ecologists been done to identify the old growth See response to comments 06/04 and
old Growth stands? If not, did ecologists or foresters 28/23 06/30. Old growth exists where it does
conduct the stand exams? How can old growth based on topography, moisture and past
function when only 16% meet the preferred size fire regimes.
criterion? Are all PACFISH buffers indeed
intact and creating connectivity?
why will some old growth forests be logged? It
Old Growth seems that alternatives should have been 31/02 ggforfjesponse to comments 13/23 and
adopted that don't log in old growth . '
Old Growth We should not be logging old growth forest. 32/01 ggforfiesponse to comments 13/23 and
| saw a table in the EIS that listed how what
percent of the project area was in the >21" . . . .
G Old DBH category. | got a feeling that after 30 The project area In general Is t_rendmg
rowth/Age o : . 05/06 towards older bigger trees. This
Classes years 80% of_ the area will be in that category. assumption is correct.
With your rainfall, I got a feeling that the "60's
clearcuts” will be in that category in 30 years.
Design Criteria #4 states “old growth will be
treated with improvement harvest.” Instead, we
suggest that this element be restated “old Your clarification is correct, old growth
Old growth could be considered for improvement trees will not be harvested, however
Growth/Design | harvest. It should be made clear that 27122 ladder fuels in the understory will be
Criteria improvement harvest would not remove large removed to reduce the risk of loss of large
trees and that existing old growth stands would trees during a wildfire.
continue to meet old growth criteria after
harvest.
Old Sﬁec;glgc?ﬁtrim pcI"OVISI()InSI((CZ.3_?jn((ij CQ'SZ) The design criteria in Chapter 2 describes
Growth/Design 3 ould be disclosed, or a [ink provide wit 27123 in detail how trees will be selected for
Criteria ( etails on how snag retention will be retention.
implemented.
How is the creation of roads in old growth See response to comment 03/62.Ample
old protection? This would af:tually negatively snags are expecFed to pe retained in
Growth/Roads affect the stands by creating more edge effect, 28/25 untreated areas including PACFISH
which is known to harm species such as cavity buffers and the Clear Creek Roadless
nesters. Area.
It is not clear what “decision” the
commenter is referring to. However, the
purpose and need and proposed action are
Disclose when and how the Nez Perce- consistent with programmatic direction in
Clearwater National Forest made the decision the Nez Perce Forest Plan. The Nez Perce
to suppress natural wildfire in the Project area Forest Plan includes goals, objectives and
and replace natural fire with logging and standards related to fuel reduction which
Philosophy prescribed burning; Disclose the cumulative 03/31 are outlined in the FEIS. The project is

impacts on the Forest-wide level of the Nez
Perce-Clearwater National Forest’s policy
decision to replace natural fire with logging and
prescribed burning;

designed to move the area toward those
goals and the project is consistent with
applicable standards. The Forest Plan is
clear that the standards are intended to
supplement, not replace, the National and
Regional Policies, standards and
guidelines found in Forest Service
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manuals and handbooks (USDA 1987, p.
11-14). The project is consistent with
national and regional priorities for
treating wildland urban interface areas
and addressing firefighter and public
safety.
The description of alternatives in Chapter
2 of the FEIS discloses that 1,371 acres of
prescribed burning are included in all
action alternatives. The proposed
treatments do not emphasize fuel
conditions over ecological processes.
Rather, the alternatives address the
purpose and need for action. The
alternatives are designed to balance
competing interests. The existing
condition for forest health, fuel conditions
and economics is included in Chapter 3 of
the FEIS. Forest health is discussed in the
analysis and there will be some benefit by
improving forest resiliency. The FEIS
discusses insect and disease activity in the
project area.
The spatial boundary for the cumulative
effects analysis is defined by resource in
Chapter 3. In accordance with
NEPA direction, the effects analysis is
limited to potential direct, indirect and
cumulative impacts from the proposed
action and alternatives.
Specifically analyze the decision to prioritize
Philosophy/Fire mec_:hanlcal, human-designed, somewhat 03/39 See the response to 03/31.
arbitrary treatments as a replacement for
naturally-occurring fire.
Disclose and address the concerns expressed by
the ID Team in the d”%ﬁ Flve-Y_ear Review .Of Monitoring data that has been collected
. the Forest Plan regarding the failure to monitor :
Philosophy/For lati ds of MIS. the inad fh /2 for the project area has been added to the
est Plan population trends o S, the inadequacy o the 03/28 project file to address this concern
Forest Plan old growth standard, and the failure '
to compile data to establish a reliable inventory
of sensitive species on the Forest;
Conclusion: I'm impressed with the whole .
" A . . . Thank you for your observations. We
. collaborative" nature of this project. I'm - .
Public . . feel that up front involvement with a
impressed that the ldaho Conservation League - -
Involvement/C | . - " - 05/19 broad range of partners will ultimately
is on board with it. | read the "collaborative -
BC S P - . lead to improved management of our
website," and I'm impressed with the wide
. Forests.
range of participants.
In general, our comments and concerns will be
contained in the joint comments submitted on
behalf of the Clearwater Basin Collaborative
that will be submitted Monday, June 3. We do
Public have some questions with regards to water - .
. g Your comments were received and will
Involvement/C | quality, temporary roads, wildlife, old 19/01
; . be addressed through that comment letter.
BC growth/large tree retention, and soils and are

confident that these issues will be further
discussed and disclosed in the FEIS. In general,
we feel that our concerns are appropriately
disclosed in the CBC comments.
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This project, and its collaborative development, We anoreciate vou observations and
represents the beginnings of a fundamental shift COﬂCLE)rp The Ig team spent a areat deal of
in the way the Forest Service is approaching . R pemag
- L time examining the ecological need
timber management activities. The use of across the landscane while at the same
timber harvest as a tool for landscape level - - P ;
. - . time assessing the tools at our disposal to
ecological restoration, as opposed to ecological create the desired conditions. We are
. restoration as a justification for timber harvest, - : .
Public - - - fortunate to have a viable and competitive
may seem like a small change in semantics, but . . .
Involvement/C it has broad imolications for management 17/01 timber at our disposal, making harvest a
ollaboration P gemer viable tool that can also benefit the rural
changes on the ground. For example, this economies in the basin. We are also
project proposes both variable retention harvest fortunate that the value. of our timber can
met_hods and the Iandsgape patch concept as a generate funds to be put back into other
basis f(_)r treatment dt_33|gn. Both of these restoration projects across the Forests, a
strategies put ecological need at the forefront, oint that is extremelv sianificant as
while using harvest and prescribed fire to meet Eud ets continue to d)e/)cli?]e
those needs. g '
Disclose the results of the field surveys for ;r::l FSIiESI ifh?r?ebierﬁna%?g?;eg]éo lrr;q:alicti?nan
Rare Plants threatened, endangered, sensitive, and rare 03/13 relat)i/on to threateﬁe d. endan gretjj
plants in each of the proposed units; sensitive and rare pla}]ts gered,
Spring and early summer burns could
Rare Plants negatively impact emerging vegetation and 03/91 Please see response to comment #03/13
destroy annual plant seed.
What threatened, endangered, rare and sensitive
Rare Plants plant species and habitat are located within the 03/92 Please see response to comment #03/13
proposed project area?
What standards will be used to protect
threatened, rare, sensitive and culturally
Rare Plants important plant species and their habitats from 03/93 Please see response to comment #03/13
the management actions proposed in this
project?
Describe the potential direct and indirect effect
Rare Plants of the proposed management actions on rare 03/94 Please see response to comment #03/13
plants and their habitat.
Have sensitive plant species been surveyed in
the area? Will they be surveyed before
Rare Plants implementation of this project? Given the 28/42 Please see response to comment #03/13
massive scale, how will sensitive species be
protected?
Landscape burning would generally occur
during drier weather patterns in the mid
- . . . . to late summer or early fall. We attempt
Will prescribed burning occur in the spring and t0 ignite these fires at%mes that mimi(F:)
Rare early summer; please give justifications for this . -
. 2 . S - 03/95 natural processes. Burning of slash piles
Plants/Fire decision using current scientific studies as in harvest units may, however occur
reference. during the spring, early summer or late
fall periods in order to prepare sites for
reforestation.
The DEIS fails to evaluate the impacts of the Please see response to comment #03/13.
Project on plant species proposed for or Burning is expected to improve
currently listed under the Endangered Species conditions for morel mushrooms and
Act or those classified as Sensitive Species by logging appears to improve huckleberry
Rare Region 1 of the Forest Service. In addition, the growth for a couple of decades after
DEIS fails to evaluate the impacts of the Project 21/11 harvest or until the overstory closes in

Plants/Tribe

on plant and fungi species considered culturally
important to the Tribe, including huckleberries,
various Lomatium spp., and edible mushrooms.
It is important that this Project be designed and
evaluated in ways which are sensitive to species

and shades out the plants. Lomatium is
found in rock outcrops and open habitats.
Timber harvest and prescribed fire
activities are likely to improve habitat for
this species.
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such as these. The DEIS currently affords little
opportunity to evaluate impacts to these
resources.

Recreation/Des
ign Criteria

The Clear Creek Trail #723 will be impacted by
this project. A commercial thinning unit is
within the trail corridor. We are concerned
about the effects the commercial thinning will
have on the Clear Creek Trail. The following
design features helps to protect this trail and
other trails in the project area. 1. As a part of
the planning process, consider designing trail
corridors to protect the integrity of the trails
(i.e. do not harvest timber in the trail corridor).
2. Relocate the trails around the logging activity
on either a temporary or permanent basis. 3.
Provide recreationists on the trails with an
alternate route around the sale during the
logging activity. 4. Require in the sale contract
that trails be re-established upon completion of
the logging.

16/02

The design criteria in Chapter have been
updated to address this concern.

Recreation/Des
ign Criteria

There are other design features that can be
successfully used to allow some recreation use
while the logging operation is going on. These
features include not allowing weekend and
holiday logging, only working on one section of
the project area at a time, and removing fallen
timber from the trail tread before weekend use
starts....The district staff should also not allow
timber skidding down the trail corridor.
Skidding can widen the trail and encourage
ATV use on a single-track trail. Most important
is the protection of the switchback on the trail.
These facilities are difficult to construct and can
be several damaged by skidding activities.

16/03

The design criteria in Chapter have been
updated to address this concern.

Recreation/Des
ign Criteria

The draft EIS noted on page 3-32, that the
South Fork of Clear Creek Trail #130 and the
Trapper Creek Trail #728 would be temporarily
affected during the implementation of the
prescribed fire. Prescribed fires and wildfires
can negatively impact trails. The increase water
flow after the fire can wash out the trail tread.
Fire-killed trees can fall into the trail corridor,
blocking access....The Nez Perce-Clearwater
National Forest needs to clear the trail corridor
of hazard trees after the prescribed burns. The
forest should also clean out all water control
devices such as water bars and drain dips to
accommodate the increased water flow. These
two design features will help protect these trails
from the impacts of the prescribed burn.

16/06

Trails and trail structures that are
impacted during prescribed burning
operations will be returned to their
original operating condition.

Road
Decommissioni

ng

Decommissioning of 13.2 miles in this project
is addition to the previous decommissioning of
85 miles and is of grave concern. Have future
fire and timber access along with local use been
fully considered? It appears that the proposed
action (pg 1-7) speaks to 2-5 miles of
decommissioning yet the alternative are at 13.2
miles.

04/04

The ID team reviewed all roads in the
project area for future needs. Timber,
Fire, Silviculture, Recreation, Fisheries,
Wildlife, and Hydrology were all
involved and made recommendations for
each road. Those not needed for future
management were recommended for
decommissioning. The 2-5 miles was the
original proposed action that was scoped
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prior to the completion of the full roads
analysis. The roads analysis found 13.2
miles of road not needed in the future.
The one exception--the small remnant roadless
Roadless area--is not being proposed for any form of 01/03 No response required
road construction or commercial activity, which
makes sense to me.
Some fire ignitions are planned in this small
part of the planning unit. That seems likely a .
Roadless really fine idea to me, and does NOT violate the 01/10 No response required.
Idaho Roadless Area rule.
The Clear Creek Integrated Restoration
project lies entirely within the state of
Idaho. All management activities
Roadless Disclose how Project complies with the 03/32 proposed for the project are consistent
Roadless Rule; with the requirements of the 2008 Idaho
Roadless Rule. The FEIS discusses the
Idaho Roadless Rule in detail in various
sections throughout Chapters 2 and 3.
Please utilize the NEPA process to clarify any
roadless boundary issues. It is not adequate to
merely accept previous, often arbitrary roadless The 2008 Idaho Roadless Rule confirmed
Roadless inventories—unroaded areas adjacent to 03/128 the geographic boundaries and clarified
inventoried areas were often left out. management direction for roadless areas
Additionally, there is a lot of public support for within the state of ldaho.
adding unroaded areas as small as 1,000 acres
in size to the roadless inventory.
The Clear Creek Roadless Area is a relatively
small roadless tract, which is bordered by
private holdings. In my mind this makes it a All management activities proposed for
very valuable, both to wildlife of all species and h nag : P hph
Roadless to humans seeking quiet solitude and nature. 11/04 the project are :(:orr:smtent W'tht € |
This is a rare area that is close to home and requirements of the 2008 Idaho Roadless
. - . Rule.
accessible year round. In our neighborhood it
has the first wildflowers and abounds in
wildlife and bird sightings.
The DEIS states that no logging would occur in
the roadless area. However, the maps are not so
clear. Furthermore, the DEIS does not analyze
whether any land contiguous to the roadless
area is indeed roadless. Since many logging
units border the roadless area, this is a major The roadless analysis and maps have
Roadless failure of the DEIS to consider whether any 28/44 been updated in the FEIS to address this
contiguous areas might be affected. Case law in concern.
Kettle Range Conservation Group v.USFS
makes it clear the on-the-ground situation is
what determines roadless nature of an area, not
past analyses or documents or faulty
inventories.
Roadless/Wilde | this entire site should get wilderness The U.S. Forest Service does not have the
. 4 - 14/06 . . :
rness designation for protecting species. authority to designate Wilderness.
Alternatives B and C propose 36 miles of
. temporary road, compared to Alternative
:IAIternatweTc: B and C Propose a LOT of D that proposes 18 miles (DEIS, page 3-
temporary" road building, and also have a 39). The FEIS document watershed and
Roads more severe impact on sediment production that 01/07 )

Alternative D--and without vastly more in the
way of commercial outputs either.

soils sections were updated to further
describe effects from temporary roads.
The economic impact of using less roads
in alternative D is an 18 to 28% reduction
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in volume outputs and acres treated and a
$1.5 million to $2.4 million reduction in
revenue generated, in part due to higher
logging costs.
No new permanent roads would be
constructed under this project. Only
This timber sale once again reflects Brazell’s tem_porary rogds: would be built and then
. : R obliterated within 1-2 years of
obsession with road construction in spite of the - o .
. S construction. In addition 13.2 miles of
fact there is no manmade action in the forest LY
that causes more long-term ecological damage system roads would be decommissioned.
Roads ; g-tert 9 ge. 02/04 This is in addition to the 85 miles already
Since Brazell started to mismanage the Nez . ..
- - . being decommissioned. Road
Perce/Clearwater National forests in 2009 his reconstruction and culvert replacement is
timber sales will construct and reconstruct desianed q dorel P di
5442 miles of road esigned to reduce road-related impacts
' ' to streams. Doing no road improvement
runs counter to the Forest Plan and
PACFISH direction.
Overall road densities and road densities
within the RHCAs are presented in the
Roads Disclose the current, during-project, and post- 03/09 DEIS and the FEIS for pre- and post-
project road densities in the Project area; activities. Temporary roads and non-
system roads are not included in the road
density calculations.
Proposed road improvements would
allow for the majority of road backlog to
Will this Project address all Project area BMP be maintained. Most of roads are
Roads needs, i.e. will the BMP road maintenance 03/47 currently in stable shape (Aquatics
backlog and needs from this Project all be met section, FEIS). As outlined in the DEIS
by this Project? Appendix B, all roads used for timber
harvest will be brought up to standards to
meet BMP objectives
Any desire to keep a road in the project area A transportation analysis has been
WUI must be in harmony with the alleged completed for the project area. It
priority goals (again, to reduce the chances that designated which roads were needed
Roads fire will destroy private structures and harm 03/115 based on input from all resource
people), not driven by timber production goals. specialists, including consideration for
The analysis must show how all roads will in watershed enhancement, fire protection
fact be in harmony with the priority goals. and vegetation management.
Most of the non-system roads are old skid
In section 3.1.6.2.1 it is documented that non- trails or jammer roads that have been re-
. - vegetated and do not have stream
system roads were not included in the road crossinas. There is no motorized use on
density calculations, but in numerous locations gs. .
S these roads. All non-system roads in the
of the DEIS road density is used to document South and West Forks of Clear Creek are
watershed condition (NOAA 1998) and impacts currently beina decommissioned as a
to wildlife. For example, in the following y being
Roads . - 06/18 result of previous NEPA. The proposed
Section 3.1.6.2.2 it is suggested that the RHCA Clear Ridae Non-svstem Road
road density for the entire Clear Creek Decommigsionin )l;ro'ect (to be scoped
watershed would move from 2.2 mi/mi2 (poor in the Spring of 2%14)onuld addressthe
condition) to 2.0 mi/mi2 (moderate condition). > Spring .
What would road density be if non-system remaining non-system roadg in the rest of
roads were included? the drainage. After completion of the
' project, road densities will be as shown in
the DEIS and FEIS.
In section 3.2.6.2 it is suggested that timber Design Criteria #10 describes how
sales could be active for 13 years (8 years of temporary roads would be
Roads harvest and 5 years of post-sale activity). | 06/21 decommissioned. Temporary roads will

wonder if “temporary” roads will be open this
long? The DEIS only states that they will be
closed after use (Section 2.2.6.2) and does not

be built, used, and decommissioned in a
1-2 year time period. Temporary roads
are planned to be closed and re-contoured
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specify if that will occur immediately after immediately after their use for logging.
logging or if the roads will remain open through They are not intended to be kept open for
post-sale activities. Temporary roads should be post-harvest/reforestation activities.
closed and re-contoured immediately after
logging and not be allowed to remain open
during the winter and spring to reduce erosion
risk. Please clarify what will happen to
temporary roads in the FEIS.
The road densities in Table 3-34 do not
It is unclear if non-system roads have been include non-system roads. The 10 miles
Roads included in the table 3-34 as previous 06/70 of decommissioning noted in the tables
discussion (DEIS page 3-14) suggests they have footnote associated with the SF/WF Road
been excluded. Decommissioning Project are system
roads.
The existing condition includes all past
The DEIS includes no summarization of past road obliteljation activities, The.DEIS and
decisions and if there are additional FE!S.quC”be the proposed project
- . . activities as well as the foreseeable Clear
Roads opportunities for road closure and obliteration 06/71 Ridge Decommissioning project. A full
in the project area. If current watershed - gd' ioli q g pl )
conditions could be improved such actions Inter I'SC'S |nz(ajry r(}a shana ys(;s was
should be considered. completed and no further roads are
proposed for decommissioning. Road
closures/access were not addressed.
Our staff was pleased to see that none of the
roads proposed for decommissioning are Most of the roads proposed for
Roads designated for motorized use either on a year 16/05 decommissioning have been impassable
round or seasonal basis. The project will not to motorized vehicles, due to brush, for a
have a long term impact on designated long time.
motorized routes.
Roads _There shou]d_have been alternatives that do not 22/07 See response to 12/03.
involve building new roads.
Some CBC members felt strongly that the lack
of site-specific watershed impacts resulting Ridge top / no water crossing temporary
from temporary road construction negated the road locations have been an important
need to further consider Alternative D, the consideration to minimize watershed
reduced temporary roads alternative. There is impacts. Monitoring has also been
widespread appreciation that none of the conducted to verify these impacts. The
temporary roads cross water and are generally FEIS document watershed and soils
located on ridge tops, away from Riparian sections were updated to further describe
Habitat Conservation Areas. There was also effects from temporary roads. The
discussion about how the lack of temporary Aquatics section has been updated with
roads could in fact increase impacts as a result additional discussions on road
of an increased number of excavated skid trails. improvement effects.
Also, limiting the use of temporary road would
Roads reduce treatment acres resulting in a reduction 27/08 Implementation of Alternative D would

of the vegetation objectives that would be met.
CBC recommends the FEIS strengthen
discussion and analysis of expected, or lack of
expected, detrimental effects from temporary
roads, road reconstruction, decommissioning
and other road-related management activities.
CBC members recognize that to access the
suitable timber acres on the forest requires the
existence of a well maintained system road
network and strategic use of well-located
temporary roads in order to provide access for
treatment, while avoiding or minimizing
detrimental watershed effects. A clear
explanation of how this will be accomplished is

have some additional soil impacts over
not using a temporary road due to long
skidding distances and trail excavation,
which has been analyzed and still meets
resource objective. As mentioned in the
comment, a big impact is the loss of
treatment areas, which equates to reduced
objective accomplishments along with
reduced income to the community and
reduced revenue to complete other
rehabilitation objectives.
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critically important so that the project can be
implemented to achieve the purpose and need,
and to build understanding and support for
appropriate road management activities.
A transportation analysis was conducted
on the project following guidelines to
determine a minimum road system. This
resulted in about 100 miles of roads to be
Roads are a big concern. How does the DEIS proposed for decommissioning, including
meet the direction to establish a minimum road the SF/WF Clear Creek Roads EA.
Roads system? How can roads be considered 28/12 Temporary roads would be used for
temporary when they will be on the landscape harvest and then decommissioned either
for up to 13 years? the year they are being used or the year
after. If held over for the winter, they will
be waterbarred to reduce erosion and
prevent access by motorized vehicles.
Fhe
New road construction is being limited to
temporary roads that have a limited (1-2
years) life span and then are recontoured.
Approximately 9.0 miles would be
- S located on existing disturbed soils (old
Roads We should not be building new roads in this 32/02 skid trails or jammer roads). In addition,
watershed. .
the temporary roads are located in areas
that have been determined to not have a
watershed impact. The effects of
temporary roads are discussed in the
FEIS.
The DEIS includes information on the
"prescription watershed" area, road density,
road name and proposed activity in Table 3-38
that lists estimated reduction in road density
from activities and Appendix B "Clear Creek
Road Work." All of the watersheds include road
densities above the recommended <I mi/mi2 to
achieve a "good" watershed condition. The
proposed decommissioning would result in a
16% reduction of roads from riparian habitat
conservation areas and reduce densities in
RHCAs to 1.0 mi/mi2. We support this effort
and commend the Forest for the robust ongoing The FEIS document was updated to
efforts (including past projects) to reduce road address this concern. Please see the
density, particularly in RHCAs. However, it is Watershed section direct effects analysis.
Roads unclear how the proposed activities support the 33/02 Temporary roads are not considered in

overall goal to reduce road density in the
watershed and whether or not there are
opportunities to minimize proposed road
construction activities (e.g., similar to
Alternative D) while still meeting the project
purpose. The effects analysis related to roads is
included in the Watershed Section, Section 3.8.
The effects and cumulative effects are
combined for all action alternatives. Therefore,
it is unclear how impacts from Alternative D
(reduced road construction) differ from the
other alternatives. To better illustrate this topic,
we recommend including a map of the
prescription watershed, harvest treatments, and
proposed road activities for each alternative.

road density calculations since they are
built and decommissioned within 1-2
years.
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We also recommend that the EIS include a
discussion of how minimizing road
construction would reduce potential impacts to
the watershed.
No roads were proposed for storage
Avre there opportunities to put one or more during the interdisciplinary roads
Roads/Decom system roads into storage (watershed analysis. Most are currently stable and
missionin stable/closed to motorized access) not needed 13/28 many are needed for the Clear Project. It
9 for timber harvest re-entry in the next 2+ is possible that storage could be proposed
decades? after the project is complete but would
require separate NEPA.
It is the goal of the Forest to
decommission all roads not needed for
One of the action items common to all future management (recreation, timber,
alternatives is 13.2 miles of system roads will silviculture, fire, administration are all
be decommissioned. Frequently with these considered). Road maintenance costs are
projects on the Nez Perce-Clearwater National increasing and budgets for maintenance
Forest, the amount of roads proposed for are being reduced. Through
Roads/Decom | decommissioning is common to all action 16/04 decommissioning we can focus our
missioning alternatives. The Nez Perce-Clearwater budget focused on those roads most used
National Forest needs to start provide a range of by the public and the agency. An
road decommissioning across the range of alternative that doesn’t decommission any
alternatives. For example, one alternative could roads was not considered in detail,
do the vegetation treatment without because it would not meet the project
decommissioning roads. purpose and need and it would not follow
National direction to develop a minimum
transportation system.
fjhere IS b.mfid support for the proposed Thank you. Road decommissioning has
ecommissioning of unnecessary roads that are -
. - . been an integral part of watershed
Roads/Decom | included as part of this project, and those that - - . .
ST 27/10 restoration and in meeting National
missioning were recently approved as part of the South and o - g
direction for developing a minimum
West Forks Clear Creek Road ;
o o . roads transportation plan.
Decommissioning Decision Notice.
The differences between
decommissioning the existing prism
temporary roads and the newly
constructed ones is related to how stable
Design Criteria #10 suggests that existing the so”.s 1S _and how established the
vegetation is. Some of these old roads
temporary road templates would be treated - -
. are on ridge tops and are stable with
differently than newly constructed temporary -
Roads/Decom revegetated fill slopes and cutbanks. To
S roads. The CBC suggests that all temporary 27/21
missioning e completely recontour them would
roads, whether existing or newly constructed, ;
o promote unnecessary soil exposure and
should be scarified, decompacted and ial hed i h
decommissioned potential watershed impacts. The
' objectives on the old roads will be to
make sure they are hydrologically stable
and that they will grow trees, which
means some could be recontoured while
others will just be decompacted..
The Forest recently has an excellent
record of obliterating temporary roads so
that they are not available for motorized
The actual of the local National Forests in travel. While weeds may invade, they
Roads/Noxious | genuinely putting an end to temporary roads is 01/08 typically survive only until the young

Weeds

not great, and weed invasion on such sites has
also been a real and continuing problem

trees shade them out. The addition of
large wood and duff from the areas
surrounding the roads has improved the
re-establishment of native plants better
than just grass seeding the area.
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There is no mention in the DEIS of possible
effects on several sensitive plant species. Have
Sensitive Plants | 2" Surveys been conducted for these species 06/74 Please see response to comment #03/13.
and what were the results of that work? How Information has been added to the FEIS.
will sensitive plants be impacted by the
proposal?
There are no specific design criteria other
than meeting forest plan standards and
guidelines, meeting the requirements
Avre there no Design Criteria specific to under the National Forest Management
Silvicultre/Desi . g r1a sp . Act, and compliance with USFS Manual
- vegetation management (timber harvest; 13/27 L -
gn Criteria rass/shrub restoration)? and Handbook direction. The design
g ' criteria in Chapter 2 of the DEIS and
FEIS do describe what vegetation is to be
retained. Grassland restoration is
described in the DEIS, pg. 3-39.
The Nez Perce Forest Plan 2012
Monitoring report states that there is
. currently an 80% success rate in
Regeneration has rarely been a problem here, so certification of stands being fully stocked
Silviculture I think that you can safely argue that region is 01/02 o . -
- - - within the 5 years required following
suited for all of the new actions being proposed. regeneration harvest. The additional 20%
is due to delays in site preparation
activities due to a lack of burn windows.
Lodgepole pine is particularly subject to - L
. No thinning of lodgepole pine is proposed
E(I)?]V(;Iﬂ?ownnt’hg?(if rtr:]z;?nntg(ijﬁé?jntﬂr?)nuy LorESt as part of this project. The forest has been
. . A ah preventing the processes that naturally
mechanical manipulation is not maintaining shaped ecosystems by suppressing fire in
Silviculture ecosystem function. The proposed management 03/116 . . o .
2 : - the project area. This project is designed
activities would not be integrated well with the .
to reintroduce the natural processes that
processes that naturally shaped the ecosystem g
. would have occurred if fires were not
and resulted in a range of natural structural suppressed
conditions. PP )
The regeneration of younger stands,
The justification for regeneration harvesting of co_mprlsed of Douglas-fir and grand fir,
. - : within the focus areas was based on the
immature stands under Alternative C (Section need to: increase patch size and reduce
2.2.4) and any other proposed alternative is fragmer.ltation' increase the amount of
very weak. The Forest Service does not need to carl successiénal stands and wildlife
Silviculture regenerate these stands until they reach 06/05 fora)g/]ing habitats; improve forest
culmination of mean annual increment given structure; and inc’rease the distribution of
the large number of stands proposed for early seral species. Additionally, minor
treatr.nenF that have already reached incidences of root disease have been
culmination. observed in the stands proposed for
commercial thinning.
The current condition of the uplands in
the young age class is skewed based on
The figures all suggest that the upland areas are thg b_road range of ages reprt_esented
at or near “Desired Conditions”. and within that age class. There is also a
L P . significant shift during the temporal scale
significantly refute the Forest Service’s claim of the analvsis from the vouna age class
. that immediate action is needed in these types. aly young age
Silviculture . . 06/25 to the mid-seral age class. This shift to
A more moderate propqsal (partlcularly n mid-seral is predominantly being targeted
mesic uplands) could still meet the project for treatment to increase the amount of
f;sfl?fcee?ﬁune?d and better protect other true early seral species within the project
) area (shrubs, forbs, coniferous seedlings,
etc). Please refer to the FEIS for further
discussion.
Silviculture There is a major flaw in thinking presented in 06/26 We agree with your assessment that
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the vegetative composition discussion that is western red cedar is long lived species
leading to erroneous conclusions regarding the and resistant to endemic root diseases.
need for action within the project area. This VRU 10 and VRU 17 are dominated by
error in thinking is most applicable to VRU 10 western red cedar habitat types, however
and VRU 17 where western red cedar habitat based on field verification is has been
types dominate. The DEIS analysis lumps a determined that they are dominated by the
relatively short lived species (grand fir) with grand fir cover type. Stands that are
one of the longest lived species in the project dominated by the western red cedar cover
area (western red cedar). Western red cedar has type mostly occur within riparian areas
very little problem with disease and stands and protected coves. Stands that meet this
composed of this species have relatively long description have not been included in the
life spans (several hundreds of years). In project for treatment.
upland settings like are found in VRU 10 and
17, western red cedar stands can persist for long
periods of time (hundreds of years). Such
stands are self-thinning and are not at risk to
encroachment from grand fir and Douglas fir.
Fire risk in mature cedar stands is generally
very low. In Northern Idaho, western red cedar
is commonly associated with old growth
characteristics.
On moist sites like those found in VRU 10 and
17 species competition in the primary factor
influencing stand composition and understory
- - - - We agree, thank you for your
o fire plays a relatively minor role. While other - .
Silviculture L - - 06/27 observations and input.
species (including grand fir) may be present for
long time periods following stand replacement
fire, they generally have difficulty competing
with long lived and disease resistant cedar.
See response to comment 06/26.
Although some stands included in the
. . . proposal are indeed on cedar habitat
Please reconsider your vegetation analysis in L .
. . ; types, the majority are dominated by
the FEIS particularly as it relates to lumping of - -
L grand fir cover types. The majority of the
oo western red cedar and grand fir in VRU 10 and
Silviculture . - 06/28 stands proposed for treatment are on the
17. | believe you have overestimated the . - .
: A - drier end of the grand fir habitat types.
importance of understory fire in this setting due . e
. . Based on field verification these stands
to lumping of these two species. - - .
are currently showings signs of decline
and susceptibility to insect and disease
change vectors.
The Forest Service has established a
policy for using ecological restoration to
manage National Forest System lands in a
sustainable manner (Forest Service
Manual 2020). Ecological restoration
this DEIS does not address how the proposed focuses on establishing the composition,
. . structure, pattern, and ecological
timber sale will damage the countless non- L .
; ; processes necessary to facilitate terrestrial
vegetative natural resources in and downstream q . inabili
A from the sale area. You are well aware that and gquatlc ecosystem sustainability,
Silviculture ) 10/01 resilience, and health under current and

most available scientific literature authored by
respected scientists explains how logging and
road construction will considerably harm these
important resources.

future conditions. Consistent with this
policy, the purposes of the Clear Creek
Integrated Restoration project are to
manage forest vegetation to restore
natural disturbance patterns; improve
long-term resistance and resilience at the
landscape level; reduce fuels; improve
watershed conditions; increase elk forage;
improve early seral wildlife habitat; and
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maintain habitat structure, function, and
diversity (FEIS, Purpose and Need for
Action). Timber harvest is one of the
tools that will be used to achieve the
vegetation objectives. The EIS and
supporting documentation in the Project
File demonstrate that the project will
improve tree health and vigor, reduce the
likelihood that treated areas will support
high severity fire, improve water quality,
stream function, and aquatic habitat over
the long-term, will not affect the viability
of sensitive plant species, will improve
forage conditions for elk, and will not
adversely affect wildlife species or
habitat (EIS, Chapter 3, Environmental
Consequences).
Management activities proposed in the
project area are consistent with current
L . law, policy, and Nez Perce Forest Plan
Silviculture ban all logging. 14/02 direction. Forest Plan direction is
discussed in detail in the FEIS.
Another question deals with the e_nt_ry We have no comment on the life span of
standards. The forest plan was originally
. , the current forest plan, however forest
o envisioned as a ten year plan. Doesn’t decade -
Silviculture - . - . 28/13 plan revision efforts are currently
mean the life of the plan until revised? There is
. . underway.
serious question as to whether the entry
requirements are being
The DEIS is not clear on whether the project
will meet requirements that trees be logged only
after meeting culmination of mean annual See response to comment 06/05. Forest
Silviculture increment (CMAI). Given the acreage that 28/39 Service Handbook 2409 allows the Forest
meets CMAL in the project area, how does the Service variance in these situations.
project comply with NFMA by proposing to log
areas that don’t meet CMAI?
Formal inventories have not been
complete in the shrub fields; however the
majority of the brush fields were assessed
by Idaho State Fish and Game wildlife
Have the brush fields been inventoried p'OIOg.'St.WhO was part of the .
. . interdisciplinary team. The conifer
recently? The number of emerging conifers . L
o g . . - . species regenerating in the understory are
Silviculture within my brush fields is notable and increasing 29/02 . X
dominated by shade tolerant grand fir and
annually. Of course stronger numbers are .
- Douglas-fir that would have been
recorded nearer the existing seed source. - .
removed during the high frequency low
intensity that would have been common
in the area. It is felt that reapplication of
low intensity fire will restore historic fire
regimes and conditions.
I think the biggest missing ecosystem
component of forests in the Northern Region We anpreciate vour observations and
isn't old growth, it's early seral. What is the . PP y -
L £ earl | he N input, we have no estimate of early seral
Silviculture/Ag existing percentage of ear y seral on t. e Nez across the forest, however, within this
Perce now? 5-10%? What is the "desired" 05/10 ' !

e Classes

range? Is the Nez Perce meeting their goals for
early seral? Isn't the USFS required by law to
manage for "'species diversity?" Therefore isn't
the USFS "breaking the law" by not "actively

project there is a deficit of early
successional habitats and the species that
depend on them.
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managing" for early seral species? Rolling the
dice waiting for a wildfire is NOT active
management, especially in areas slated for fire
suppression

Silviculture/Ag
e Classes

throughout the Region, and I'm sure on the Nez
Perce also, that the USFS is way below it's
management goals for "desired" early seral. I'm
guessing your forest plan calls for so much
percent of old growth "per 6th order watershed"
(or some such criteria); does the same apply for
"early seral?"

05/11

Desired early seral habitat is defined by
ecological process and vegetative
dynamics on any given landscape. The
forest plan supports this but does not
specify specific amounts.

Silviculture/Ag
e Classes

Three points to "hammer home to the public."
1-the vast majority of the logging is on
clearcuts from the 60's. In 30 years the average
DBH of those stands will be (?). 2-we are
presently NOT meeting early seral habitat goals
on forest and project area. 3- in 30 years, we
will be at the “upper range" of old growth
(45%), and there will be more mature forest
than ever likely existed historically.

05/18

Thank you.

Silviculture/Alt
ernatives

The IDT is to be commended for recognizing
that the Proposed Action (Alt. B) warranted
reconsideration based on silvicultural needs,
leading to the development and consideration of
Alternative C. Some CBC members prefer to
call this alternative the “maximum silvicultural
flexibility” alternative rather than “maximum
species conversion.” Some feel that selection of
this alternative would provide flexibility to treat
root disease infected younger stands without
adequate composition of seral species inside
and out of focus areas with a regeneration
harvest prescription rather than deferral.
Deferral would result in continuance of stands
outside of desired condition while Alternative C
would provide increased flexibility to apply
commercial thin or regeneration prescriptions
where appropriate. Some CBC members prefer
providing this flexibility for silvicultural
implementation to help achieve desired
conditions.

27/11

Thank you for your comments and
suggestions

Silviculture/CF
LRA

In general, we feel that the DEIS adequately
disclosed how the project meets the intent and
is consistent with the CFLRA regarding
incorporation of best available science,
avoiding the establishment of any new
permanent roads, and ensures a commitment to
decommission any temporary roads
constructed. CBC members are also aware that
the Selway-Middle Fork CFLRP proposal
indicates that vegetation treatments will
emulate natural disturbance patterns, address
fragmentation results from historical harvest,
and create early seral habitat through
regeneration harvests with patch sizes
appropriate for the forest type. At the same
time, some CBC members feel that the FEIS
should provide further discussion and
elaboration on how the project is consistent

27/05

Thank you for your comments and
suggestions.
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with guidance to focus on small diameter trees,
thinning, fuel breaks and fire use, when a
significant component of the project targets
larger-diameter mature trees (101-149 years)
for regeneration harvest. CBC members
recognize that much of the guidance language
in the CFLRA was written with dry forest types
in mind where small diameter thinning would
be expected to be a dominant silvicultural
prescription. Some further elaboration on
silvicultural prescriptions appropriate for this
forest type should be included in the FEIS.

Silviculture/CF
LRA

Similarly, the act further requires that retention
of large diameter trees (appropriate to the forest
type) is maximized. Some CBC members are
concerned that while the project may
“consider” retention of large diameter trees, that
it may not adequately disclose how the project
“maximizes” retention of large diameter trees.
At the same time, CBC members have
expressed strong support for retention of
large/old long lived serals or “legacy trees”
within all harvest areas regardless of
silivicultural prescription. Finally, some CBC
members feel that this should not be interpreted
as supporting the maximum retention of large
diameter grand and Douglas-fir trees that could
hamstring the ability of the project to meet
long-term silvicultural objectives.

27/06

Thank you for your suggestions, the FEIS
has been updated to include a brief
discussion on how the project is
consistent with CFLRA language that
requires projects “maximiz[e] the
retention of large trees, as appropriate for
the forest type, to the extent that the trees
promote fire resilient stands.” (emphasis
added)

Silviculture/CF
LRA

As part of the project’s design, it is critical that
the FEIS provide appropriate rationale for how
the project complies with tree retention
requirements. Guidance suggests that the
project “maximiz[e] the retention of large trees,
as appropriate for the forest type.” While the
CBC concurs that the project will increase
structural diversity across the project area,
reduce road density, increase patch size and
promote restoration of long-lived seral species,
some members feel that the FEIS should
provide additional discussion on this key issue.

27/14

See response to comment 27/06.

Silviculture/CF
LRA

Some also feel that while the project
“considers” large tree retention, that it may fall
short of “maximizing” retention of large trees.
We support the use of scientifically-appropriate
old growth definitions (Green et al, 1992 as
amended), yet some are concerned that the
regeneration prescription, in areas with mature
trees, may deserve closer scrutiny to ensure that
current direction is appropriately applied, and
that the effects to large trees are fully disclosed
and discussed, and that appropriate alternatives
are developed and considered to respond to this
issue.

27/15

See response to comment 27/06

Silviculture/Cle
arcutting

This timber sale once again reflects Brazell’s
obsession with clearcutting public land in spite
of the fact there is no action in the forest more
disliked by the public. Although the
information at the following link is about

02/03

Much of the public supports the project,
and timber harvest, as noted in the
comments they provided. The website
provided is specific to concerns with the
way the California Department of
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California the public c feels the same Forestry conducts clearcut logging on
throughout the nation: state lands. Federal land management is
http://stopclearcuttingcalifornia.org/ generally more restrictive than that found
on state lands.
We would agree that future management
of this landscape is beyond the scope of
this document. Our intention is maximize
opportunities in this entry and create
conditions that are more resistant and
resilient then they currently are while
The plan also has a large amount of commercial prowdm_g a commercial product. Timing
S - - of entry into stands that have been
thinning. However, the Forest Service claims - - .
. - commercially thinned is generally on the
S this area will be left alone for a few decades .
Silviculture/Co . . - - order of 30 to 50 years. These stands will
. after this project. While such a promise cannot 28/40 L -
mm Thin ) , Lo all have prescriptions written by a
be made, it doesn’t even seem genuine given - . . .

. . L silviculturalist that will track the timing
the prescriptions for commercial thinning. It f what th ldb is al
looks more like a ten year logging plan orw att e next entry would be. It is also

’ our intention to leave tracks for future
managers as to what we are trying to
accomplish with this landscape level
project. We feel the unique relationship
with all of our partners and the emphasis
of the CFLR program will ensure our
intentions are carried into the future

I think it's pretty cool that you can "commercial
thin" 50 year old clearcuts, which I'm going to
guess are 10-12" DBH. I read this in the press
Silviculture/Co release in the Missoulian, ar!d since I'ma land Yes, it is pretty cool that we have such a
o Surveyor by trade, so | confirmed it by 05/04 : o
mm Thinning - i o productive and resilient land base.
comparing the map of "thinning units" to past
regen harvests. | would constantly "hammer
this home" to the public. Who could be opposed
to thinning past clearcuts?
I would suggest including an "average DBH in
30 years" table, that would show the public We have installed permanent photo plots
oo what the size of these trees will be after the within the project area to monitor the
Silviculture/Co | .. " i
mm Thinning thinning release.” How about a photograph of 05/05 ch_amge and growth_on the vegetation
a recently cut "butt slab" that clearly shows the prior to and following vegetative
increased size of growth rings from a thinning treatments.
30 years ago.
For aesthetic reasons, the public does have an
Silviculture/Co ﬁffmlty f_or "Iarge: dlametezl:jtrees, so for future y Thank you for your comments and
mm Thinning restoration” EIS's, | wou c suggest you 05/07 suggestions
"hammer home" the benefits and results of the '
"thinning release."
Thank you for your observations,
This part of the forest has already been management in the past was imperfect,
- extensively managed for timber harvest as a however, as evident by the on the ground
Silviculture/Cu . . . s
. commercial use of the public lands. This past condition these stands have recovered.
mulative . . 01/01 - : .
management has obviously been imperfect, The biggest issue with past management
Effects - - - -
since some past sins are now being proposed was the fragmentation of the landscape
for repair and undoing. which this project seeks to restore natural
disturbance patterns in scale and severity.
We are aware that some outside interests may
Silviculture/De raise concerns over the application of
- Vegetative Response Units (VRUs) desired Thank you for your comments and
sired L 27/12 .
Conditions conditions, thresholds and benchmarks for suggestions.

vegetative age, size and species. As a result, the
FEIS should discuss how the project is
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consistent with best available science, and how
benchmarks, thresholds and desired conditions
were identified. The FEIS should also describe
how the current trajectory of stand development
will fail to achieve the desired conditions, with
a focus on the predominant VRUs identified for
commercial thin or regeneration treatments.
Further, recognizing that the issue of
regeneration harvests in areas of mature forest
have the potential to raise concern, the FEIS
should clearly spell out how the project will
improve the function of forest stand dynamics
over time (i.e. variability in stand structures,
early seral restoration, old growth development
and retention, protection of biological
legacies/structure, etc.).

Silviculture/Do
cumentation

I'm a big fan of using a "projection table" that
would tell the public what the forest would look
like in 30 years. You used a 5 year projection
on the table on page 3-64, why not a 30 year? It
was an effective visual when you projected out
5 years to show that a large amount of the
present forest would be "leaving" the mid-seral
range into the mature category.

05/08

Thanks for the suggestion, however, due
to time constraints and sequestration this
is not currently feasible.

Silviculture/Do
cumentation

Use more photographs! | love the photo of the
"variable retention" harvest on page 13 of the
NFMA Assessment. Of course, | realize that the
only people who read these EIS's are nerds like
me! LOL. But | know what a variable retention
looks like, a lot of people don't. | think more
use of "after" photos would be helpful for the
public to "visualize™ what it will look like upon
project completion.

05/17

Thanks for your comments. We have
inserted pictures in the FEIS to depict a
regeneration harvest unit. We have
installed photo points to accomplish this
very thing.

Silviculture/Fo
cus Areas

The DEIS is unclear on page 3-71, where it
states that “[a]ll activities would occur within
Focus areas.” On the preceding page, upwards
of 3,144 acres or commercial thin are included
outside the Focus Areas (see table 3-20). Table
3-20 also indicates upwards of 3,940 acres of
“[r]etention.” The FEIS should clarify whether
these retention acres are PACFISH buffers,
designated patches or clumps within harvest
units. For the purpose of designating tree
retention in regeneration units, the 14-28 trees
per acre should be interior to the harvest units
and PACFISH buffers should not be counted as
the retention areas (Franklin and Johnson, 2011
and Perry et al, 2011). The FEIS should clarify
how retention areas will be designated over
time, as it is unclear whether these areas will
have a special designation in TSMRS or other
Forest Service databases.

27/24

Thank you for your suggestions, the
updated FEIS will clarify tree retention
within the focus areas.

Silviculture/1&
D

What beneficial ecological roles do beetles
play? Can the forest survive without beetles?

03/54

In the absence of fire beetles and root
disease become the primary change
agents within forested landscapes. We
cannot speculate whether or not the forest
can survive without beetles, but it is a
very interesting question. We expect the
beetles would always be present at some
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level on the forest.
Silviculture/I& | What beneficial ecological roles do beetles 03/150 See the res;:‘olr}se to 03/(154' Beert1|es k'”f
D play? Can the forest survive without beetles? trees, trees fall over and create homes for
) ) ants, bears eat ants (Wuerthner 2009).
See the vegetation section in the FEIS for
There needs to be a better description of the old a full description of the Improvement
. : cuts. The goal of the improvement cut is
forest improvement cuts described on page 2-7, - -
. - to remove small diameter trees in the
item 4. How much volume will be removed - R
. understory while maintaining the larger
and what will happen to the understory after - . -
- . . diameter dominant trees in the
removal of the grand fir. Will prescribed S
. . understory. These units will produce on
burning or other slash treatments occur? Will -
. average 7 MBF per acre. Retention of
o any of the large diameter trees be removed . -
Silviculture/Im | . . - : . leave will occur in leave areas and groups
including large diameter grand fir and what will 06/33 h g
p Cuts . of green tree retention. Individual snags
happen to dead snags? How will logger safety .
) o e considered a threat may be felled for
be accomplished while still maintaining dead - :
i - safety but will be left on site. In general
trees? What will happen to large diameter -
A the largest diameter snags are the most
downed logs? What are the habitat types of the - .
. stable and have the highest potential to
stands where these treatments will occur? What : - .
: remain on site. Post-harvest evaluation
is the VRU of the stands proposed for il d ine additional q
treatment? will determine additional treatment needs.
' Also see the FEIS for maps of VRU’s and
Habitat Types.
Where would cutting occur in old growth? The
DEIS approves improvement cuts but later
claims there would be no impact on old growth.
What peer-reviewed science do you have that
suggests improvement cutting works or is Tree removal would occur in the
needed that contradicts the agency’s own understory of large old ponderosa pine
research that shows thinning affects species like and in some cases Douglas-fir. Correct.
pileated woodpeckers (see Bull et al. 1995, Improvement cutting is being proposed
PNW, GTR, 353)? What trees will be logged? on 331 acres of a 48,000 acre project
Will any large grand fir be logged? What about area. There may be slight detrimental
dead snags? How will old growth effects to pileated woodpeckers on those
Silviculture/Im | characteristics be maintained given 331 acres positive on other species like
: 28/24
p Harvest requirements for removal of dangerous trees the flammulated owl and pygmy
like snags for safety reasons? Why was no nuthatch. See above for answers about
forest plan amendment approved to log in old snags. We are not treating any ground in
growth when the Forest Service, in the past, MA 20. We agree that large fires are
considered it was necessary to comply with the natural and the project attempts to create
forest plan and MA 20? We also provided conditions that improves the chances of
information in our scoping comments about the survival of the large trees in the event of a
erroneous assumptions concerning ponderosa large stand replacing fire.
pine types in this area and that large fires are
not unnatural, as the DEIS seems to suggest.
Indeed,these cuts in old growth are justified on
an irrational fear of fire.
S The ‘shift in average patch size’ (Table 3-25) is
Silviculture/Pat | , IR . 3 .
ch Size over-thlnk'mg (misleading) in the change in 13/03 No response necessary
patch metrics.
Thank you for your comment, we feel at
As discussed in the vegetation section 3.6, th's.t'me anal_y Zing .th.e patch size at the
o : : project scale is sufficient to show the
Silviculture/Pat | changes in patch sizes should be addressed by -
. . 13/04 effects of the proposed actions. Changes
ch Size VRU and focus only on stand-replacing - - 4
. in patch size are focused on regeneration
practices. e A
activities as these are the only activities
that affect patch size.
Silviculture/Pat It would be worthwhile to disclose if vegetation
management practices were altered (for 13/07 See the response to 13/04.

ch Size

example deferring to commercial thinning in
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lieu of stand-replacing timber harvest) to retain
one or more patches within the desired range.
Anywhere from 14 to 28 trees per acre
Although the Forest's modeling indicates that \;\(/%ur:id :et:]zftt:vvtl)ﬂ}:jn t?e!lah?r Zegfl:mt;b gn
over the entire project area there should be little 100 fgef They would occur as Clrl)J/mpS
impact, the Tribe is concerned with large-sized and as iﬁdividual trees. In addition
regeneration harvest patches concentrated in patches will be bisectea by 150 to 3;00
very small watershed sub basins. The Tribe is PACFISH buffers and other no treatment
concerned with the largest patches and their areas within the larger patch. The FEIS
Silviculture/Pat | potential to change the magnitude of overland L -
ch Size and stream flows, causing "blow outs" in these 21401 docume_nt watershed section dlscussm_g
- . - water yield was updated to address this
small sub basins and producing sediment that concern. Water yields remain well below
may migrate downstream and interfere with the X .

. - . the threshold where flow alterations may
operation of the Kooskia Hatchery. There is be seen and channel changes could occur
also concern that the timing of stream flows Additional information on temperatures '
may be altered, affecting stream temperatures -
or flow levels which may impact fish. and'the poten_tlal effects on the hgtcher

are included in the Aquatics section of the
FEIS.
The discussion on patch size (page 3-74 and 3-
75) is very misleading. The implication given to
the reader is that patch sizes for all successional
stages are larger after implementation of
Alternatives B, C and D. In reality, “average”
patch size only increases because several small Thank vou for vour comment. however
o patches of older forest are harvested from the Y yo! Lo
Silviculture/Pat - . . we feel that the discussion is presented
- existing landscape. There is no real change in 06/34 - L
ch Sizes : adequately and disagree that it is
size of the largest patches and the only real misleading
change is that stand initiation patches are now '
bigger and there is less old forest because the
small patches have been removed. Please drop
this misleading discussion from the FEIS and
explain what is happening in a more upfront
manner.
This is not necessarily true. Stand
replacing fires can also lead to
regeneration. A major difference with
regeneration cuttings is that the timing,
extent, and location are chosen by the
Why is logging that removes all/almost all trees agency to meet multiple objectives and
silviculture/Phi co_nsi_dered regeneration (and not Ios_s of o provi_sion is made for the species and
losophy eX|st_|ng forest), when a stand-replacing fire is 03/56 stocking levels der.nand_ed by the Forest
considered loss of the forest (and not Plan. Stand replacing fires consume the
regeneration)? resource without public benefit and may
cause other detrimental effects that can
impact adjacent ecosystems and private
land owners. The Silviculture section of
the EIS discusses regeneration harvest.
Why is logging that removes all/almost all trees
Silviculture/Phi cons!dered regeneration (and not IOS.S of o See response to comment 03/56
losophy existing forest), when a stand-replacing fire is 03/152
considered loss of the forest (and not
regeneration)?
In our scoping comments we provided Yes, species conversion is legal under
Silviculture/Sp significant information about the interface NFMA. We are not denying that cedar
between fire and vegetation in this area. The 28/37 and grand fir cover types exist in the

ecies Comp

Forest Service seems to consistently deny that
cedar and grand fir types are predominant

project area. See response to comment to
06/26 and 06/28. The stands we visited on
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through much of this area. The conversion our field trip last fall are examples of the
away from cedar to other species is misguided. stands we will be treating.
Cedar is a very resilient species, supposedly the
criterion for this project. Is such a massive type
conversion legal under NFMA?
The DEIS (Pg. 3-71) indicates that overall
residua] tree retention will range between 14
and 28 trees per acre. If these large harvest
areas are necessary, the Tribe recommends
retention of the greatest number (28 (or more)
trees per acre) of the largest and most
biologically diverse trees available. Leave trees - e L
. : Site specific silvicultural prescriptions
should not be chosen merely by desired species, - :
h - will be prepared and include
but rather, by those trees best suited to the soils, e .
- specifications for green tree retention that
elevation, topography, and aspect of the area. : .
. . . incorporates areas of 100% retention and
oo All leave tree designs and physical marking of - - .
Silviculture/Tre o RHCAs. All design criteria for soils and
- the trees should be completed by qualified 21/08 Lo
e Retention water described in Chapter 2 of the FEIS
Forest personnel. Leave trees should be . : - .
S ] P . will be incorporated into these site
arranged within units to minimize the potential e o
- : specific silvicultural prescriptions. No
effects of increased snow accumulation, snow . .
yarding corridors across streams are
melt, and loss of root strength. Harvest should ronosed
be avoided on any landslide susceptible areas. prop '
Riparian areas need to be laid out according to
PACFISH guidelines and harvest activities such
as yarding corridors across streams should be
avoided OR there should be a requirement for
full lift so that riparian vegetation is left
unharmed by harvest activities.
The DEIS suggests that all upland areas are The current condition of the uplands in
currently meeting of very near the “Desired the young age class is skewed based on
Conditions” for the amount of young forest, but the broad range of ages represented
the Forest Service still thinks more is needed. within that age class. There is also a
In VRU 7 it is stated on page 3-55 that the significant shift during the temporal scale
Silviculture/\VR “young forest stage is in excess of the desired of the analysis from the young age class
, condition by 150 acres”. The Forest Service 06/22 to the mid-seral age class. This shift to
U’s . . . . . -
response is to basically double the amount of mid-seral is predominantly being targeted
harvest over the desired amount of 250-500 for treatment to increase the amount of
acres (Table 3-24 — Page 3-74). Various action true early seral species within the project
alternatives harvest an addition 253 to 427 acres area (shrubs, forbs, coniferous seedlings,
over the existing amount of 590 acres (Table 3- etc). Please refer to the FEIS for further
24 — 2017 values). discussion.
In VRU 10 the Forest Service states that there
“is the need for a slight increase in the young
forest”. The current condition is reported at
Silviculture/VR “9%” and the desired condition is reported at
s “10-20%” in Table 3-13 (Page 3-56). For some 06/23 See the response to 06/22.
U’s :
reason, the Forest Service does not report the
amount of young forest that will be harvested in
VRU 10. These figures should be displayed in
the FEIS.
In VRU 17 the Forest Service states on page 3-
57 that “No departures from desired conditions
occur”. Under the action alternatives harvest of
Silviculture/VR | an additional 1233 to 2349 acres is proposed
U’s over the existing situation of 2744 acres (Table 06/24 See the response to 06/22.
3-24 — 2017 values). Are such extensive
actions really needed in an area where there are
“no departures from desired conditions”?
Silviculture/VR | For many of the VRUS, existing conditions are 27/13 See the response to 06/22.
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U’s

within the range of desired conditions, with
some exceptions. For instance, both young and
old forest in VRU 3 and 7 are well outside their
range, for VRU 8: mid-seral is outside the
desired range. However for VRU 10 and 17
existing conditions are within the desired range
for all size classes. It is important to note that
VRUs 10 and 17 make up 59% of the project
area. Similarly, of the proposed regeneration
treatments, 59% occur in VRUs 10 and 17. At
the same time, the CBC does recognize that
while age classes may be within desired ranges,
current species, patch sizes, composition and/or
structure may be outside of natural ranges due
to past management, fire suppression and
fragmentation. It would be helpful in the FEIS
to display acres of commercial thinning and
regeneration logging by VRU in tabular format.

Silviculture/Wh
itebark Pine

What surveys have been conducted to
determine presence and abundance of whitebark
pine re-generation? If whitebark pine seedlings
and saplings are present, what measures will be
taken to protect them? Please include an
alternative that excludes burning in the
presence of whitebark pine regeneration
(consider ‘Daylighting’ seedlings and saplings
as an alternative restoration method). Will
restoration efforts include planting whitebark
pine? Will planted seedling be of rust-resistant
stock? Is rust resistant stock available? Would
enough seedlings be planted to replace
whitebark pine lost to fire activities? Have
white pine blister rust surveys been
accomplished? What is the severity of white
pine blister rust in proposed action areas?

03/101

Whitebark pine is not present in the
project area. Restoration of whitebark
pine is not part of the purpose and need of
this project.

Snags

14-28 standing trees/ac: What is the
source/rationale for 14-28 standing trees/ac Per
2009 Snag Analysis for Northern Idaho (I
believe this represents the document), during
early-seral conditions on low/mid-elevation
moist forests, an average of 5.5 snags/ac (>15”
dbh) and 2.6 snags/ac (>20"dbh) are
appropriate. | would assume that live culls
(both existing snags and future recruitment for
snags and large, down wood) would be
included in this density and that legacy trees
would be either included. It is both difficult and
unrealistic to expect that designating dead trees
to remain standing on-site will meet these
densities.

13/24

The Nez Perce-Clearwater Target Stand
guide (2012) was developed by an
interdisciplinary team and incorporates
fire, wildlife, timber, silviculture, and soil
recommendations and can be found in the
project file. The retention of 14-28 tpa is
for future recruitment of downed woody
material needed for soils, as well as for
providing snags for wildlife. The target
stand development also incorporated
information from the 2009 Snag Analysis
for Northern Idaho.

Soils

Brazell proposes to amend the Nez Perce
National Forest plan soil standard because the
Clear Creek timber sale will violate the current
soil standard that has done the job since 1987.
He proposes to weaken the standard to allow
more detrimental soil disturbance resulting
from logging.

02/05

See response to #21/14

Soils

Disclose the amount of detrimental soil
disturbance that currently exists in each

03/15

There was very little ground disturbance
associated with livestock grazing noted in
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proposed unit from previous logging and
grazing activities; Disclose the expected
amount of detrimental soil disturbance in each
unit after ground disturbance and prior to any
proposed mitigation/remediation; Disclose the
expected amount of detrimental soil disturbance
in each unit after proposed
mitigation/remediation;

the field surveys. It accounted for less
1% of the detrimental disturbance for
those units where livestock grazing was
noted.

Unit specific detrimental disturbance
information is located in the project file.
The excel spreadsheet consists of 42
printed pages and will not be presented in
the FEIS due to its length; however the
DEIS and the FEIS both contain a
summary of the requested information,
including mitigation measures (see Soils
section). The expected amount of
detrimental soil disturbance, without the
implementation of desigh measures
would increase by 4 to 21% for any given
unit. The existing soil detrimental
disturbance ranges from 0 to 22%. For
those units currently over the 15%, they
would initially exceed 15% after timber
harvest implementation. However, after
restoration activities, these units would
show an improving trend towards
meeting the standard.

Soils

Disclose the analytical data that supports
proposed soil mitigation/remediation measures;

03/16

See pages 3-46, 47of the DEIS and
reference documents:

Rebecca A Lloyd, Kathleen A Lohse, and
TPA Ferré 2013. Influence of road
reclamation techniques on forest
ecosystem recovery. Frontiers in Ecology
and the Environment 11: 75-81.

Curran, M.P., R.L. Heninger, D.G,
Maynard, and R.F. Powers. 2005a.
Harvesting effects on soils, tree growth,
and long-term productivity. In: C.A.
Harrington and S.H. Schoenholtz eds.
Productivity of western forests: A forest
products focus. Portland, OR: U.S.
Department of Agriculture, Forest
Service, Pacific Northwest Research
Station. General Technical Report PNW-
GTR-642.

Curran, M.P., R.E. Miller, S.W. Howes ,
D.G. Maynard, T.A. Terry, R.L.
Heninger, T. Niemann, K. van Rees, R.F.
Powers, S.H. Schoenholtz. 2005b.
Progress towards more uniform
assessment and reporting of soil
disturbance for operations, research, and
sustainability protocols. Forest Ecology
and Management 220 (2005):17-30.

Soils

Prescribed fires and mechanical treatments may
adversely affect soil productivity. NFMA
requires the FS to “not allow significant or
permanent impairment of the productivity of
the land.” [36 C.F.R. § 219.27(a)(1).] NFMA
requires the Forest Service to “ensure that
timber will be harvested from National Forest
System lands only where—soil, slope, or other

03/133

All units would meet NFMA guidance
and regional soil guidelines, as well as
Forest Plan standards, as amended (DEIS
and FEIS, Soils Section).
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watershed conditions will not be irreversibly
damaged.” [16 U.S.C. 1604 (g)(3)(E).]
Please provide estimates of current detrimental
. disturbance in all previously established
Soils activity areas in the watersheds affected by the 03/135 See response to 03/15
proposal.
: . Off-road vehicle use was noted within the
Please disclose measures of, or provide . Vi iati ith firewood
scientifically sound estimates of, detrimental unlt_s, most_ Y In assoclation with nirew
soil disturbance or soil productivity losses cutting. Disturbance from off-road
Soils - - - . 03/137 vehicle use accounted for less than 1%
(erosion, compaction, displacement, noxious - o ce
weed spread) attributable to off-road vehicle detrlm_ental .SQ'I disturbance within units
that this activity was noted (see DEIS, pg
use.
3-44).
Please disclose how the proposed “treatments” The DEIS and FEIS describes
would be consistent with Graham, et al., 1994 consistency with Graham et al. Design
Soils recommendations for fine and coarse woody 03/139 criteria #12 also addresses this issue. All
debris, a necessary consideration for sustaining units would have 7-33 tons/acre of coarse
long-term soil productivity. woody material retained.
Please drop all timber harvest from units not
currently meeting regional soil standards and
schedule the necessary improvements to bring
Soils these_ areas up to regiongl standards. Th? Forest 06/02 See response to #21/14 above.
Service should be working to meet existing
standards, instead of modifying the standards to
accommodate increased levels of management
activity.
We are required by the Forest Plan to use
NEZSED and FISHED to compare
The analysis of the Clear Creek proposal has alternatives for impacts to watersheds and
not utilized the best available science. streams in relation to Forest Plan
Watershed, fish, and wildlife analyses have sediment yield guidelines. Recent
Soils used old, tired science. Much more recent, 08/07 monitoring and newer literature was used
accurate models with credible analytical to discuss the potential effects of the
procedures and data are available. The use of proposed activities on those resources and
NEZSED is very limited. can be found in the FEIS. Further
discussion on NEZSED is also provided
in the FEIS Watershed section.
Soils Logging impacts soils and fauna and flora. 22/04 No response required
Design criteria have been created to
reduce the likelihood of impacts to soils
I would hate to see this area become deserving (FEIS, Ch.2). These include direction for
of interpretive signs along the roadway like tree retention, coarse woody material
those on US 12 at Lolo Pass, noting the retention, logging system design, soil
Soils desertification of the areas logged by Plum 26/04 improvement, and landslide prone
Creek Timber, where the thin soils have exclusion and buffering. There is no
vanished without the forest to hold them in evidence of desertification of previously
place. forested stands in the project area. All
harvested areas are growing dense stands
of trees.
Soil considerations (notably detrimental See response to soils comment 03/15.
disturbance, compaction, etc.) have been one of
the long-standing concerns resulting from Unit specific detrimental disturbance
timber management, road construction, fire and information is located in the project file
Soils other management activities. In general, the 27/17 and is 42 pages in length.

CBC does support the amendment to the Forest
Plan to adopt the Regional Soil Quality
Standard that provides consideration for
management activities in areas that exceed
15%, so long as restoration measures are

Design criteria (FEIS, Ch.2) provide
direction for soil restoration measures.
An appendix was added to the FEIS to
display design criteria requirements for
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incorporated that “provide for a net each unit
improvement in soil quality.” Based on the
importance of soils, as one of the fundamental
building blocks for ecosystem health and
function concerns, we encourage you to fully
disclose the anticipated detrimental soil
disturbance resulting from the project, by
harvest unit.
HO\.N does t_he soil amendment comply with See response to comment #21/14 and
regional soil standards? It seems to be
. . o 03/16. There was no need for an
contradictory to the regional direction and additional alternative — if the final
Soils NFMA. What evidence do you have that soils 28/18 . . -
: decision does not include the soil
can be recovered? Why was there no alternative .
Lo ; amendment, a total of three units would
that excluded logging in places where soil
be excluded from treatment.
standards are exceeded?
The need to allow activities to occur in areas
with over 20 percent detrimental soils
disturbance is precisely the reason the standard
exists, to prevent that from occurring. This is See response to comment #21/14.
akin to beating up a mugging victim while in
the ambulance on the way to the hospital. It Mechanical piling or mastication would
makes no sense. Rather, if any amendment occur primarily on tractor ground areas
would be offered, it would defer logging in the (less than 35% slope). Mechanical
Soils units that exceed 15 percent detrimental soil 28/19 treatment allows for better leave tree
disturbance and only do real restoration work in survival and downed wood retention, but
those areas. Several other projects have had a could increase soil detrimental
similar amendment. There seems to be a pattern disturbance. Equipment would be used
that repeats itself. Furthermore, the DEIS notes on existing skid trails to the extent
that mechanical site preparation would be used possible (FEIS, Design Criteria).
instead of burning. How does that affect the
amount of detrimentally affected soils in the
units?
- . No harvest activities would occur in
How does logging in landslide prone areas meet - - L
. . : . . landslide prone areas. Design criteria #4
Soils/Alternativ | NFMA requirements and regional soils .
. 28/20 was established so that no harvest or road
es standards? Why are there no alternatives that N A
, - activities would occur on landslide prone
don’t log in those areas? soils
See response to comment #21/14.
The proposal to make a site specific amendment
to modify regional and forest plan soil The soil amendment does not modify
standards is self-serving and does not meet the Regional standards. Regional soil
intent of regional and forest plan guidelines. guidance allows for activities to occur in
Soils/Amendm | The proposal merely allows more timber units that are not currently meeting
- 06/01 - : :
ent harvest from previously logged areas that standards in order to achieve multiple
currently do not meet not meet the regional resource objectives while also providing a
guidelines. There is no good reason why these net improvement in soil quality. By
areas could not be restored to regional standards utilizing existing skid trails and landings,
prior to additional timber harvest. there would be little to no increase in
detrimental soil disturbance.
| object to the proposed site-specific
amendment to soil quality standard #2 for the
Soils/Amendm | Clear Creek project area. This is just another 08/05 See response to comment #21/14
ent effort to reduce quality standards and
accountability in order to allow additional
development and degradation.
The agency has presented another variation of See response to comment #21/14. Soil
Soils/Amendm | the specious upward trend proposition. The 08/06 improvement activities would occur

ent

change in the standard allows for more
degradation with the promise that the “check is

concurrently with the harvest activities.
We have had very good successes in
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the mail” for future net improvement and achieving soils improvements with our
significant recovery. The problem is that the current harvest activities.
“check” seldom arrives. It is time for the Nez
Perce Forest to meet their Forest Plan standards
without equivocation.
Management activities proposed for the
Clear Creek Integrated Restoration
project are consistent with Nez Perce
Forest Plan direction. If an action
alternative is selected by the
decisionmaker, the Economics
Environmental Consequences section of
I am very concerned about the big increase in the FEIS indicates that the timber volume
the annual timber harvest in the Nez-Perce Is scheduled to be sold through 5 different
Timber Harvest - i~ 31/01 sales over a 5-year period.. Typical sale
Clearwater National Forest.(62-85 million durati 1d be 4 h- the |
board feet of timber) uration would be 4 years each; the last
sale would be completed in 2023, for a
total of about 8 years of harvest activities.
Post-harvest reforestation and site
preparation work could continue for up to
5 years following harvest on the last sale,
creating a potential end date of 2028, for
a total of 13 years of harvest plus post-
harvest activities.
The Project is located on the Moose Creek
District and entirely within the Tribe's ceded
Tribe territory as well as within the area determined 21/01 No response required
by the Indian Claims Commission to be the
exclusive use and occupancy area of the Tribe.
DFRM and Watershed staff would like to be
kept apprised of this project through time.
Project status updates should continue to be
presented through the NEP A Quarterly Thank you. We will keep the Tribe
Tribe Meeting process. Any project implementation 21/10 informed as project activities are being
information (i.e. harvest/haul dates, prescribed implemented and will notify the Hatchery
burn info) should be sent to Kent Hill at the of any incidences that may affect it.
Kooskia Hatchery (kenth@nezperce.org). Any
incidents that may affect the Kooskia hatchery
should be reported to the Tribe immediately.
Coordination with the Nez Perce Tribe
The DEIS does not include an economic _has been a C“!C‘a' part of_this project to
analysis of the impact of the project on the Nez |ns_ure_that Trlbal treaty rights are not
h being impaired. Please see response to
Perce Tribal economy and the health and ;
. . - Comment #21/04 regarding effects to
welfare of its people. The socioeconomic b :
: - : tribal treaty rights. We acknowledge that
analysis should include economic factors - . )
. - . : . both economic and social benefits are
Tribe unique to the Tribe and its treaty rights and 21/21 rovided to both the tribal members and
resources. This analysis should include the P - - -
. - the non-tribal public by the Kooskia
Tribe's efforts to restore fish runs to the area, Hatcherv. Avoidance of impacts to the
and the economic benefits that will flow to the Chery. P
. . - Tribal Hatchery on Clear Creek has been
non-Tribal public from the re-establishment of - -
" - a top priority of the project and has
healthy and harvestable fish runs in the area. - . o
resulted in many of the design criteria
displayed in the FEIS Chapter 2.
T_he DEIS contgms no epvwonmental justice The DEIS on page 3-3-16 discusses
discussion of disproportionate impacts of the Executive Order 12898 Environmental
Tribe/Environ | project on the Tribe or its members. Any 21/20 Justice.. The Environmental Justice

mental Justice

impacts on salmon, steelhead, or other trust
resources, will have a disproportionate impact
on the Tribe due to their reliance on fish and the

discussion in the FEIS has beenupdated to
address this concern.
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importance of fish to Tribal culture, spirituality
and economy. Tribal members consume a
substantially higher rate of fish than the non-
Tribal communities.
The survey coverage and methodology
has been approved by the Idaho State
Historic Preservation Office following the
“North Idaho” Programmatic Agreement
(PA). The PA was crafted between the
The FS spent considerable time conducting Idaho State Historic Preservation Office
archaeological surveys of the project area, and the National Advisory Council on
through 2 external contractors and FS staff Historic Preservation. The Forest Service
archaeologists. The FS has not provided the does not consult with the Nez Perce Tribe
Tribe with copies of the survey reports, nor did to gain concurrence on low-level, routine
they consult with the Tribe prior to the survey matters related to general PA compliance.
projects being conducted, so the Tribe cannot The project was presented to the Nez
evaluate the effectiveness of the survey Perce Tribe Historic Preservation Officer
coverage or methodology. However, the on April 8, 2013. A map of the project
archaeologists only found 2 pre-contact lithic was given to him at that time. No
Tribe/Heritage | scatters and two historic trails, one of which is 21/22 indication was received then, or at
the Southern Nez Perce Trail. The agency did anytime later, that there are Traditional
not identify traditional cultural properties, so Cultural Properties within the project
the agency cannot consider these properties area.
when making decisions. The Tribe recommends The Tribe is welcome to report to the
that additional work be performed for Southern Forest Service any cultural features they
Nez Perce Trail. It would be helpful to get know of along the Southern Nez Perce
Tribal staff out to this section of the Trail to Trail. This information would be helpful
identify cultural features and locations, as well as the Forest Service engages in the
as an ethnographic review to help identify non- project planning process. Similarly, the
archaeological resources. Tribe is welcome to fund and conduct an
ethnographic review of the project
area. The position of the USDA Region-
1 is that Forests do not pay for
ethnographic reviews on a project-by-
project basis.
Please list each visual quality standard that . - -
; - . Commercial or precommercial thinning
applies to each unit and disclose whether each he onlv activities proposed in
Visuals unit meets its respective visual quality standard. 03/64 are the only activities prop . .
A failure to comply with visual quality Forest Manag_ement Area 14. A Visual quality
! analysis has been added to the FEIS.
Plan standards violates NFMA.
For the visual quality standard analysis please
Visuals define “ground vegetation,” i.e. what age are 03/65 A visual quality analysis has been added
the trees, “reestablishes,” “short-term,” to the FEIS.
“longer term,” and “revegetate.”
Please list each visual quality standard that
applies to each unit and disclose whether each
Visuals unit meets its respective visual quality standard. 03/160 see response to comment 03/64
A failure to comply with visual quality Forest
Plan standards violates NFMA.
For the visual quality standard analysis please
Visuals define gr‘(‘)und vegetatlt?’n,“ i.e. what age are 03/161 see response to comment 03/65
the trees, “reestablishes,” “short-term,
“longer term,” and “revegetate.”
Disclose the Nez Perce-Clearwater National
W, Forest’s record of compliance with state best Best Management Practices (BMPs)
ater : . : S .
Quality/BMP’s mar_lageme_nt practices regard!ng st(eam 03/10 effectiveness is dlscusged in C_Zh. 3 of the
sedimentation from ground-disturbing DEIS and FEIS Aquatics section.
management activities;
Water Solicit and disclose comments from the Idaho 03/05 We received comments from the IDEQ
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Quality/Public | Department of Environmental Quality and have addressed them, including the
Involvement regarding the impact of the Project on water use of BMPs and the assessment of
quality; effects to Beneficial Uses in Clear Creek
and the Middle Fork of the Clearwater
River (Watershed section of the FEIS and
DEIS).
There are no water quality limited
streams, and therefore no TMDL
Water Disclose if there are any WQLS streams in the 03/06 requirements in the project area (see
Quality/WQLS | project area and if TMDLs are completed,; Watershed section of the DEIS and
FEIS). All streams are supporting their
beneficial uses.
Will all WQLS streams in the project area have
Watershed completed TMDLs before a decision s signed? 03/55 See response to comment 03/06.
Management activities that encourage
forest health, provide for greater
resilience, and restore natural disturbance
regimes are in the best interest of long
term watershed health and function. Road
Watershed How will the project improve watershed health? 03/57 mﬁrﬁ;’\??g:gape (:n(ieggg]tn'esse';zggg\rl]ork
sediment in streams. Providing a variety
of forests age classes and patch sizes will
provide habitat for a large number of
wildlife species when compared to
monotypically forested areas.
The ID team recognizes that the greastest
We request the FS design a restoration/access igﬁgig dsgr?ir;tse ﬁg?v??g;dg\g\enalysis for
management plan for project area streams that the project area (see response to comment
will achieve recovery goals. The task of #04/04). The Clear Creek Project, when
management should be the reversal of artificial combinéd with previous road '
legacies to allow restoration of natural, self- decommissioning and culvert
Watershed sustaining ecosystem processes. If natural 03/127 replacement activities, provide the
disturbance patterns are the best way to greatest opportunity t(; restore aquatic
maintain or restore desired ecosystem values, patterns of sediment loading, flow
then nature should be able to accomplish this regimes and aquatic habitat éonnectivity
task very well without human intervention Thge majority of stream sediment related '
(Frissell and Bayles, 1996). recovery will occur over the long term as
a result of these projects.
Soil disturbance can lead to reduced
water infiltration, increased surface flow,
Please disclose the link between current and and erosion. This eroded soil material
cumulative soil disturbance in project area could enter stream channels reducing
Watershed \_Natersheds to the current and cumu_lative 03/136 water quality. Effects to water qua_llity
impacts on water quantity and quality. Please and soils were addressed in the Soils and
disclose if there are any WQLS streams or Watershed sections of the DEIS and
TMDL streams in the project area. FEIS. Minimal effects to water quality
are expected. See response to comment
03/06 regarding TMDLSs.
Will all WQLS streams in the project area have
Watershed completed TMDLs before a decision s signed? 03/151 See response to comment 03/06
Watershed How will the project improve watershed health? 03/153 See response to comment 3/57
The Forest Service has developed a much better The FEIS document was updated to
watershed mode_l and anf_ily_sis procedure—the address this concern. The Forest. is
Watershed Watershed Erosion Prediction Model (WEPP). 08/08 however, required by the Forest Plan to

This model is available for use and has been
developed by the Forest Service research staff
in Moscow, Idaho. The WEPP model includes

use the NEZSED model to compare
alternatives.
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long-term climatic data plus a stochastic
climate (storm) generator.
No old growth will be harvested; however
small trees around old growth would be
removed in order to reduce ladder fuels
around those legacy trees. Only
temporary roads of short duration would
be built. Approximately 9.0 miles would
be located on existing disturbed soils (old
skid trails or jammer roads). These are
I have concerns regarding cutting old growth - Is(t)rce?ﬁwds I:rSf;SeVth zre no effects to
ostensibly to improve fish habitat - and the P '
Watershed bqulr_lg qf new _roads -_al_so damag_lng 0 flsh 09/01 The FEIS provides a picture of what
and wildlife habitat. This is a massive sale with -
. . . current regeneration harvest areas look
500-acreclearcuts producing possibly 80 mmbf; 8 . .
. L2 like after harvest. We will be leaving 14
that won't help water clarity in the watershed. s -
to 28 trees per acre within the units as
well as retaining PACFISH buffers and
other no- treatment areas.
All action alternatives stay well below the
Forest Plan allowable sediment yield
guideline. Instream beneficial uses in
Clear Creek and Middle Fork Clearwater
River would be maintained.
No logging should take place in any watershed See response to comme_nt 24/02. Logging
. . . can occur concurrent with watershed
Watershed not meeting forest plan water quality or fish 12/01 . . .
. I improvements in watersheds not meeting
habitat objectives. S
Forest Plan objectives.
. . The DEIS and FEIS both provide
There is no way you are going to log from 62 to h ; o .
- : : information and monitoring of previously
85 million acres of land without seriously :
- - . harvested areas that have shown little
impacting Clear Creek and the Middle Fork. .
- - A - sediment effects to steams or stream
Watershed Sediment erosion will cover the substrate, fill 18/01 ;
e channels. Design features and proposed
pools with fines, cover submerged logs that . Lo
. - - road improvement and decommissioning
serve as fish shelter, affect width/depth ratios, A . .
- activities will protect or help to improve
and create unstable bank conditions. : K
instream conditions over the long term.
The Forest states that all major streams in the
project area would have improved or
maintained water quality conditions (EA pg. 3-
129) and that all activities should maintain or
improve water quality (DEIS pg. 3-131). The
Forest goes on to explain that NEZSED and
FISHSED were the models used to analyze
potential sediment created through this . .
proposal. Unfortwiately, both NEZSED and The Aquatic and Watershed sections of
LT . - the FEIS were updated to address these
FISHSED are limited in their modeling L .
abilities. The DEIS (pg. 3-15) states that culvert concerns. Agdmonal literature was also
Watershed ' ' 21/05 cited regarding log haul, road

replacements or decommissioning activities
cannot be modeled in NEZSED or FISHSED.
The Forest's Implementation Guide to
Appendix A (pg.18) clearly documents that
NEZSED is invalid for "Road use for recreation
or log hauling; the model only evaluates
presence or absence of roads, not level of use."
Therefore, use of roads for log haul and
associated maintenance activities, culvert
replacements, and decommissioning activities
have not been evaluated for potential sediment

decommissioning and the effects of
culvert replacement on instream
sediment.
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input to the stream systems. This causes
concern for the Tribe when models exist (such
as WEPP and GRAIP) that could predict
sediment from these activities are available and
currently used by the Forest for other projects.
Concerns are magnified when the amount of
timber harvest and associated haul are
considered. The project seeks to cut between 65
mllllon'board feet to 8.5 mllllpn b_oard feet_ All the main haul roads associated with
depending on alternative. This will result in an - -
- - the timber harvest have a gravel covering
estimated 27,000 to 38,000 round trips by log .
L - : to reduce surface erosion. Any areas
trucks. Additionally, there will be increased . . h
A . lacking surfacing will be upgraded to
traffic to the area by other heavy equipment S -
. L bring it to required standards. Some of
needed to carry out operations and daily trips - - - -
. or - the roads will require additional surfacing
Watershed during harvest activities by logging personnel 21/06 - - -
. L . to bring them up to a high quality
Before a final decision is made, the Tribe o .
. standard. In addition, the roads will be
recommends more robust analysis of the . - .
- . - treated with an environmentally friendly
potential sedimentation caused by log haul and ) .0
' - - . . dust abatement solution to eliminate dust
increased traffic. This analysis should provide - :
: . that could potentially contribute to stream
an overall estimate of the increased amount of - ;
- - . . sedimentation.
sediment generation by this project, as well as,
identification of potential problem areas that
could be specifically addressed before any
harvest activities take place.
I am concerned with impacts to water quality
Watershed and fisheries. Some of the watersheds may not 22/02 Please see response to Comments #23/06
) . and #24/02
be meeting water quality standards.
Logging should not occur in watersheds not
Watershed meeting water quality or fish habitat standards 22/05 See response to Comment #06/12
or objectives.
I am familiar with the NEZSED model having
used it to assess impacts to fish habitat, water
quality from 1988 to 2008 when | retired. The
DE IS Table 3-37 estimates sediment yield for The FEIS document was updated to
the action alternatives associated with this address this concern in regards to
timber sale. The percentages over base numbers NEZSED.AIl design criteria outlined in
shown here are not believable. | would like to the DEIS and FEIS Ch. 2 have been
Watershed o - 23/07 . )
see how mitigation was applied to land reviewed and accepted by the project
disturbing activities. How long will the 36 timber specialist and the Forest
miles of temporary road be modeled to exist on contracting officer and will be
the landscape and what language will be incorporated into the timber sale contract.
applied to the timber contract to assure applied
mitigation measures will be contractually
required?
No timber harvest should occur in any
watershed not meeting forest plan objectives for
Watershed water quality, and for fish habitat, which is an 26/02 See response to Comment #06/12
indicator of water quality.
See response to Comment #06/17. The
The chart on page 3-6 shows the forest plan footnote at the end of the table in the
Watershed water quality objective. How are streams 28/09 FEIS clarifies that the Water Quality
meeting that objective now? Objective and Fishery Habitat Potential
are one and the same.
Regarding log hauling, there is a study from the Approximately 12,360 to 17,000 loads of
agency itself (Randy Foltz) that notes more logs would be hauled over the project
Watershed sediment is produced on areas with logging 28/11 area roads. As outlined in the DEIS

traffic. How many log truck trips are expected
under the various alternatives? What about road
maintenance such as ditch cleaning and

Appendix B, road ditch cleaning, surface
blading, cross drain additions, and culvert
maintenance would be done to to control
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blading? How does that effect sediment water runoff and reduce sedimentation.
production? Dust abatement would be implemented to
control fugitive dust associated with log
haul .
How can cumulative impacts be adequately .
considered when the analysis of logging Non-_system roa_ds are not used in road
S - density calculations because they are not
analyzed is limited to the national forests only enerally accessible. can be arown over
(page 3-137)? What about the fact that non gnd usugll have mi}]imal eﬁgects to the ’
system roads were not analyzed in terms of environme¥1t as a result of lack of use. In
road density calculations? What about the lack - '
. - - the case of Clear Creek they will all be
of analysis of impacts from national forest hvsically decommissioned through the
logging on Big Cedar Creek in terms of gF)ll\j\I/(?C)ll Cr Road D Ig d
Watershed/Cu | sediment even though logging is proposed NEPA cle:?gd arnd%aeingei(;?me(r?ﬂerﬁ?eg)
mulative there? What about the analysis for sediment at 28/14 and Clear Ridge Road Decom Projects (to
Effects the mouth of Clear Creek only being from the be scoped in the Soring of 2014 with
national forest? How is this a cumulative . P [he Spring
impacts analysis? This is a particularly |mplemgntat|on in 2015 a_nd beyond). The
important issue as there are downstream cumulanve:\ effe:ct§ analysis for Watershed
interests, including private residences and a fish an_d At\quaucs ﬂ'd |r]:c(ljudelsltat3 apdth
hatchery, which could be affected by impacts to g;;\\ilzae’ea:svﬁeote?i: tﬁgaDEaln S :"'12 Flgl s
water quality in Clear Creek(including sediment 1age as. - - :
o Additional information has been included
and temperature) from this timber sale and in the FEIS
other cumulative actions. )
Why are ECAs that exceed 15% considered for
the analysis? According to the DEIS, ECAs of
15% are considered good and ECAs 15-30%
Watershed/ are considered moderate. In all action 06/72 The FEIS was updated to address this
ECA alternatives, Upper Clear Creek is allowed to concern.
move into the moderate category under all
alternatives. Lower Clear Creek moves to the
moderate category under Alternative C.
Watershed/ Dis_close th'e basel_ine condition, ar!d_e.xpected This information is provided in the DEIS
Fisheries sedimentation during and after activities, for all 03/35 and FEIS under the Watershed and
streams in the area; Aquatics sections of the documents.
We request a careful analysis of the impacts to
fisheries and water quality, including
considerations of sedimentation, increases in This information is included DEIS and
peak flow, channel stability, risk of rain-on- further clarification occurs in the FEIS.
Watershed/ snow events, and increases in stream water 03/129 All springs, seeps, bogs, and other wet
Fisheries temperature. Please disclose the impacts to bull areas will be buffered using PACFISH
trout and other TES species. Please disclose the buffer guidelines therefore there should
locations of seeps, springs, bogs and other be no impacts to them.
sensitive wet areas, and the effects on these
areas of the project activities.
The DEIS notes FISHSED and NEZSED were See response to comments #08/07 and
used to model impacts from various 21/05. FISHSED results were discussed
alternatives. However, the aquatics section does in the DEIS andt the FEIS was updated to
not include any quantitative information about address these concerns. Extensive road
FISHSED. There is a NEZSED section in the surveys were conducted and crossings
watershed. Why doesn’t the DEIS discuss the examined and discussed in the Aquatics
Watershed/ weaknesses of I_ZISHSEIZ_) and _I\_IEZSED in sec_ti(_)r) of the DEIS and FE_IS. Pr_oject
Fisheries terms of analysis including critiques of the 28/10 activities would reduce sediment input

model(s) such as was done by Gloss (see
Gloss1995), the critique contained in the
agency’s own implementation guide to
Appendix A, how these models don’t consider
sediment produced from log hauling, and how
NEZSED was found inadequate (Memorandum
Decision Order, page 18, of CASE NO.CV 04-

from log haul through dust abatement,
road decommissioning and road
reconstruction activities. A recent
decision on the Little Slate Project upheld
the use of both NEZSED and FISHSED
as they are required by the Forest Plan
(Memorandum Decision and Order Case
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447-S-MHW, an injunction issued against the No. 3:12-cv-00466-MHW).
Whiskey South Integrated Resource Project)?
What about other models the agency itself has
developed including WEPP? What about
inventory techniques developed by the agency
including GRIAP to assess the impacts that
roads have on watersheds (used in O’Hara
Creek, for example)?
The DEIS suggests that 250 acres of landslide
prone areas have been included in the harvest
units and suggests that PACFISH buffers will
be maintained in these areas to avoid known
landslide risks (Section 2.2.6.1). No data is .
presented to justify that PACFISH buffers will As noted n t.h? DEIS and FEIS.’ no
L - - harvest activities would occur in landslide
be effective in preventing landslides. If
; . prone areas. Only one road-related
landslides do occur the impacts could have . .
Watershed/ . - landslide was noted the drainage
detrimental and unforeseen impacts on the 06/07 - - - Lo
PACFISH - . (Aquatics section FEIS). Design criteria
watershed, fish and other aquatic resources. h
. . - #4 was established so that no harvest or
The impact of landslides has not been included L .
. : . road activities would occur on landslide
in the watershed analysis and one landside rone soils
could make all of the conclusions of the P '
watershed analysis and impacts to aquatic
resources mute. Timber harvest and road
construction should be avoided on all landslide
prone areas.
The DEIS and FEIS show that roughly
. 91% of the buffers are intact. A
2
Are PACF!SH buffers InFact. If noj[, how C!oes discussion of the status of PACFISH
that affect issues like projected sediment yield,
Watershed/ ; - . . buffers and the expected effects of
habitat for Ml and TES aquatic species, soils 28/21 A
PACFISH - - proposed activities on watershed and
stability, and other factors in terms of . ies/habitat is found in th
watershed/aquatics and soils aquatl_c species/habitat is ound in the
: Aquatics and Watershed sections of the
DEIS and FEIS.
All alternatives will use existing roads.
I would encourage this plan to develop Only temporary roads would be
alternatives that would take advantage of constructed, meaning they will be
existing roads, which evidently have remained recontoured following use. Also any new
Watershed/ stable over the years, to minimize cost to 26/01 road would be located on ridge tops or
Roads contractors and/or the public, rather than to other areas that do not pose threats to
construct new roads that would pose additional water quality or slope stability. The
hazard to slope stability and increase silt and current road system is very well located
debris loading of watercourses. as noted in the Aquatic section of the
DEIS and FEIS.
Please see response to Comment #06/12
Watershed/ Your agency should not even consider any and #06/17 regarding water quality
logging when that watershed cannot now meet objectives. All EIk Habitat Effectiveness
Forest Plan | actives f I 20/03 - | h Vs :
Standards Fgregt Plan pbjectlves or water quality and Units and Old Growt Ana ysis Un|t§
wildlife habitat. meet Forest Plan objectives as noted in
the DEIS and FEIS.
Disclose the amount of big game (moose and
elk) hiding cover, winter range, and security
currently available in the area; Disclose the his inf ion is di dinth
- amount of big game (moose and elk) hiding This information is discussed in the
Wildlife . - . . 03/26 DEIS, pgs. 3-120 to 3-128 and in the
cover, winter range, and security during Project
: A - FEIS.
implementation; Disclose the amount of big
game (moose and elk) hiding cover, winter
range, and security after implementation;
Wildlife Disclose the method used to determine big 03/27 See response to comment 03/26.

game hiding cover, winter range, and security,
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and its rate of error as determined by field
review,
MIS species observed in the project area
between 2010 and 2012 include pileated
The EA is not clear if any MIS were found. woodpecker, elk, and moose. Habitat for
Wildlife What MIS did you find, how many and how did 03/48 marten and goshawk does occur in the
you look for these MIS? area however none were observed. The
DEIS and FEIS discuss habitat for these
species..
Wolverines prey and scavenge on many
How will the decreased elk security and thermal species, not just elk. As noted in the DEIS
Wildlife cover affect wolverines? Please formally 03/49 pg. 3-86, wolverines were not analyzed in
consult with the US FWS on the impact of this detail due to a lack of suitable habitat in
project on wolverines. the area or that the effects to the species
would not occur.
Fire ‘proofing’ may benefit species that
Which wildlife species and ecosystem prefer more open habitat; while
Wildlife processes, if any, does fire-proofing benefit? 03/50 displacing species that favor more closed
Which species and processes do does making habitat. The effects of the project on
the forest more fire resistant harm? different species are discussed in the
DEIS and the FEIS.
:/r\lgl::g:'l:sfIg(:genciggi\{feﬂgnutggr?gi%seto follow The design features discussed in Chapter
Wildlife . - . 03/58 2 of the DEIS and FEIS would meet snag
requirements of sensitive old growth species . .
requirements for these species.
such as flammulated owls and goshawks?
No old growth would be harvested within
the project area. Snags would continue to
be available in both treated and untreated
After snags are cut down for safety for OSHA areas th_roughout the projiﬁt area. Ir}
Wildlife requirements will there still be enough snags 03/59 many thlJlatlops, V\;]e are anle to rer:aln
left for old growth sensitive species? snags by leaving them in areas where
they present less of a safety hazard to
logging operations, such as in clumps or
near the edges of units away from yarding
corridors.
See response to comment 03/101. No
recent surveys have been conducted. No
sightings or surveys of grizzly bear or
wolverine in the project area have been
Please disclose whether you have conducted recorded. No lynx have observed in the
surveys in the Project area for this Project for project area as noted in the DEIS, pg. 3-
Wildlife whitebark pine, bull trout, wolverines, pine 03/66 92. No bull trout have been observed as
martins, northern goshawk and lynx, grizzly discussed in the Aquatic section of the
bears as required by the Forest Plan. DEIS and FEIS. Sightings from the Idaho
Conservation Database were reviewed for
species presence. The DEIS and FEIS
discuss the acres of potential habitat for
these species.
Please disclose the last time the Project area
Wildlife was su(veyed_for whit_ebark pine, bull trout, 03/67 See the response to 03/66.
wolverines, pine martins, northern goshawk,
grizzly bears and lynx.
Please disclose how often and how the Project
area has been surveyed for wolverines, bull
trout, pine martins, northern goshawks, grizzly
Wildlife bears and lynx. Is it impossible for a whitebark 03/68 See the response to 03/66.

pine, wolverines, pine martins, northern
goshawks, grizzly bears and lynx to inhabit the
Project area?
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The project area does not provide
preferred or high quality habitat for bull
trout due to naturally warm stream
temperatures (FEIS Aquatics section).
The roads are currently in excellent
Would the habitat be better for bull trout, locations on the landscape. A discussion
- whitebark pine, wolverines, pine martins, of road effects on aquatic habitat and
Wildlife - . 03/69 - - .
northern goshawks, grizzly bears and lynx if species can also be found in the Aquatics
roads were removed in the Project area? section. See response to 03/101 regarding
whitebark pine. Many animals are known
to use roads as travel corridors as has
been seen during field surveys of the
project area (wolf, bobcat, bear, elk,
moose, deer, coyote, snowshoe hare).
Consultation with the USFWS is
currently in process. The preliminary
determination for bull trout and lynx is
What is the U.S. FWS position on the impacts not likely to adversely affect the species.
of this Project on bull trout, wolverines, pine There is no designated critical habitat for
Wildlife martins, northern goshawks, whitebark pine, 03/70 either species in the drainage. There
grizzly bears and lynx? Have you conducted would be no effect to grizzly bears and
ESA consultation? the activities would not jeopardize the
existence of the wolverine. Prior to the
ROD, the BA will be submitted to the
USFWS for review.
Consultation has not yet been completed
The project allows unpermitted take of lynx, and the project would either have no
Wildlife bull trout, grizzly bear, wolverine, whitebark 03/96 effect or would not likely adversely affect
pine. these species, therefore no take is
expected
--.the agencies 'fallyr_e o implement legally This concern relates to the Forest and
adequate and scientifically sound management :
S ; ! region level scale and does not need to be
direction for grizzly bears, lynx, wolverines, addressed at the oroiect level. The Forest
Wildlife and whitebark pine at both the Nez Perce- 03/97 1t the projec X
- follows regional direction for these
Clearwater National Forest level, through the . o
. species which is based on the best
Forest Plan, and at the regional level, also available science
violates the ESA as set forth below. )
For the proposal to be consistent with t_he Forest See response to comment 03/97. See
Plan, enough habitat for viable populations of - .
S L DEIS 3-65 to 3-67. Verified old growth in
old-growth dependent wildlife species is needed .
I - the project area meets the Forest Plan
over the landscape. Considering potential R .
e ) . - Standard. No activities are planned in any
difficulties of using population viability f the old hin the Proi A
- analysis at the project analysis area level of the ° growth in the 'rOJect area.
Wildlife - : 03/119 recent judgment on the Little Slate
(Ruggiero, et. al., 1994), the cumulative effects : - .
. . . - Project confirmed that population
of carrying out multiple projects simultaneously viability is best considered at the forest or
across the NEZ PERCE-CLEARWATER NF oHlity =
makes it imperative that population viability be regional level (Memorandum Decision
- and Order Case No. 3:12-cv-00466-
assessed at least at the forestwide scale (Marcot MHW)
and Murphy, 1992). )
Since almost all of the proposed project is This comment does not pertain to this
within management area 20 (MA-20) which is project or this forest. MA-20 on the Nez
to managed to be maintain and enhance grizzly Perce Forest is to be managed for old
- bear habitat, please show how this project will growth, and no treatment activities are
Wildlife Lo L 03/125 S
benefit grizzlies bears and how it will planned in this management area. The
negatively impact them. Please do the same for effects to lynx, MIS, and sensitive species
lynx. Please examine how this project will is provided in Chapter 3 of the DEIS and
affect all ESA listed, MIS and sensitive species. FEIS Wildlife section..
Wildlife The EA is not clear if any MIS were found. 03/142 See response to 03/48.

What MIS did you find, how many and how did
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you look for these MIS?

Wildlife

How will the decreased elk security and thermal
cover affect wolverines? Please formally
consult with the US FWS on the impact of this
project on wolverines.

03/143

See response to 03/49.

Wildlife

Which wildlife species and ecosystem
processes, if any, does fire-proofing benefit?

03/144

See response to 03/50.

Wildlife

Which species and processes do fire-proofing
harm?

03/145

See response to 03/50.

Wildlife

Will this project leave enough snags to follow
the Forest Plan requirements and the
requirements of sensitive old growth species
such as flammulated owls and goshawks?

03/154

See response to 03/58.

Wildlife

Please disclose whether you have conducted
surveys in the Project area for this Project for
wolverines, pine martins, northern goshawk and
lynx, fisher, whitebark pine, grizzly bears as
required by the Forest Plan....Please disclose
the last time the Project area was surveyed for
wolverines, pine martins, northern goshawk,
grizzly bears ,fisher, whitebark pine, and
lynx....Please disclose how often the Project
area has been surveyed for wolverines, pine
martins, fisher, whitebark pine, northern
goshawks, grizzly bears and lynx. Is it
impossible for a wolverines, pine martins,
whitebark pine, fisher, northern goshawks,
grizzly bears and lynx to inhabit the Project
area?

03/162

See response to comment 03/101, 03/66,
03/67, and 03/68

Refer to the DEIS, Chapter 3, wildlife
section for information on other species.

Wildlife

What is the U.S. FWS position on the impacts
of this Project on wolverines, pine martins,
fisher, northern goshawks, grizzly bears,
whitebark pine and lynx? Have you conducted
ESA consultation?

03/163

See response to 03/70.

Wildlife

Please provide us with the full BA for the
wolverines, fisher, pine martins, northern
goshawks, grizzly bears, whitebark pine and
lynx.

03/164

BA will be included in the FEIS.

Wildlife

can you give me a list of other species that are
also dependent on early seral? How about birds,
insects, butterflies, rodents, etc. It stands to
reason, that with the extreme lack of early seral,
especially as it relates to the HRV, there are
possibly less glamorous “early seral" species
that are threatened with extinction.

05/13

The Forest is required to assess potential
effects on Forest MIS, sensitive, and
federally listed species. Early seral
species have not been identified that are
threatened with extinction, otherwise they
would be assessed.

Wildlife

The methods used in the wildlife analysis
(Section 3.7.4) appear to be very questionable.
The entire analysis appears to be based on stand
exam queries and includes very little
information on actual habitat use of the various
species of concern within the study area. Many
of the suitable habitat numbers presented in
table 3-28 don’t appear to be consistent with
numbers presented in the vegetative section of
the DEIS. For example, the tables in the
vegetation section suggest that there are 16,387
acres (All VRUs) of stands 21 plus inches in
diameter, yet only 8,160 acres of nesting habitat
is displayed for the pileated woodpecker and

06/35

See page 3-85 for methodology rationale.
The wildlife habitat numbers differ from
the vegetation numbers in part due to
canopy cover requirements. The
vegetation data only extracted the stands
with trees over 21” without assessing
canopy cover, while pileated
woodpeckers and other habitat queries
include it. Acres can also differ based on
the primary tree species as noted in table
3-28.
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2,066 acres of nesting habitat for the goshawk.
Both of these species are known to be
associated with older and larger diameter stands
for nesting and it is hard to believe that more of
the existing stands are not potential nesting
habitat. Suitable habitat acreage for several
other species appears to have been grossly
underestimated. For, example the table only
identifies 510 acres of upland habitat that
would be suitable for the Western Toad in the
entire 43,700 acre project area.
The Bush and Lundberg study was used
A habitat analysis (Bush and Lundberg 2008) in concert with regional information to
that was done for the entire Nez Perce Forest is discuss viability and potential trends in
referenced for many of the species. However, several species. A relation is presented in
no updates are given for this report despite the the DEIS/FEIS by looking at those
fact that it is reported that over 200,000 acres numbers in relation to the acres within the
burned in 2012 on the Nez Perce and project area, Viability is best discussed at
Wildlife Clearwater National Forests and there have 06/36 the Forest and Region level, not the
been numerous logging projects since 2008. project level. No update to the Bush and
No information is given on how the report Lundberg report has occurred since 2008.
relates to the project area and if the habitat See pages 3-22 to 3-23 for Fire
acreages reported for the various species in the Occurrence, History & Risks. See page 3-
DEIS are the same as those used by Bush and 61, table 3-15 for Past Harvest Activities
Lundberg (2008). in the project area.
A report py Samson (2.006) e referen_ced. See response to comment 06/36. None of
This publication is an internal Forest Service - .
: . the species are listed under the ESA
document that has never been published in a - :
] . " therefore viability must be being
peer reviewed journal. According to the DEIS o .
" - maintained at the regional level. For
this report is supposed to calculate the acreage - L .
. . instance, within Clear Creek, pileated
that would be required to support a viable !
- : . S woodpeckers appear to be fairly common
Wildlife population of the various species in the 25 06/37 - - .
L b based on field surveys and discussions
million acre Northern Region. The numbers .
- L with IDFG personnel and others. DEIS
presented in the DEIS appear ridiculously low . -
' : e f pages 3-84 to 3-86 explain analysis
if species are to be maintained across their
- S methodology. Table 3-28 shows the
existing and historical ranges as would be - g o .
LS > - various criteria used to identify suitable
required if any of the species were listed under habitat
the Endangered Species Act.
I question why the bald eagle, Coeur d Alene
salamander and wolverine were dropped from Please see the DEIS Page 3-86= Species
Wildlife the analysis. The reasons why species were 06/39 Dropped from Detailed Analysis.
dropped should have been summarized in the
DEIS.
The bald eagle should find suitable wintering Bald eagle winter survevs have been
habitat in the lower reaches of Clear Creek and J 4
L . S conducted for over a decade. At most 2
nearby wintering ranges. Evidence of similar : . .
. birds were observed in the drainage
use is well documented along the Clearwater :
. y downstream on private lands. No
and Lochsa rivers. The Coeur d’ Alene . ,
- : observations of Coeur d’Alene
Wildlife salamander should also be found in the area. A 06/40 .
) - . salamanders have been recorded in the
check of information from the Idaho Fish Game .
S Idaho Conservation Database for the
suggests there are several known locations in - :

. project area or nearby. Habitat for these
and near the project area salamanders would be protected through
http://fishandgame.idaho.gov/ifwis/cwes/pdf/C PACFISH buffer retentF;on 9
0eur%20d'Alene%20Salamander.pdf. )

There is a reasonable probability that the The U.S. Department of Interior, Fish and
- wolverine could utilize the project area during Wildlife Service published a proposed
Wildlife 06/41

the winter when it would be attracted to the area
because of wintering big game. The project

rule for the North American wolverine on
Monday, February 4, 2013 in the Federal
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area is adjacent to several large roadless areas Register (Vo. 78, N0.23). In reviewing
that are known to support this species. the proposed rule and the activities
proposed in the Clear Creek Restoration
project, none of the proposed federal
action Alternatives is likely to jeopardize
the continued existence of the wolverine.
The threat to wolverine is loss of habitats
with persistent snow cover as a result of
climate change and increasing
temperatures. The proposed rule found
that dispersed recreational activities,
infrastructure development, transportation
corridors, and land management activities
do not pose a threat to wolverines. Thus,
the land management activities in the
Clear Creek project for the action
alternatives are not considered a threat to
wolverine. Alternative activities include
vegetation management, fuels reduction,
prescribed fire, road improvement,
grassland restoration, temporary road
construction and road decommissioning
projects.
The amount of existing habitat for all bat
species appears to have been significantly
underestimated. The vegetative section of the
DEIS identifies over 16,387 acres of stands that
have an average DBH of over 21 inches in
diameter and 10,786 acres that are in the 9-21
| DEIS ony identifies 457 actes of ptental See response to comment 06/35. See
Wildlife habi ' 06/43 DEIS Table 3-28 on page 3-84 for
abitat for the long-eared and long-legged estimating habitat criteria
myotis bats and 192 acres for the fringed '
myotis bat. These figures suggest that the
amount of suitable habitat for these three
species has been significantly underestimated.
This in turn has resulted in significant
underestimates of potential habitat loss for all
three of these bat species.
Second, the importance of suitable habitat on
National Forest lands has likely been That is quite possible; however we do not
underestimated by the failure to examine have vegetation data for private lands
Wildlife nearby private lands in the analysis. Areas 06/44 which limits our ability to calculate
along lower Clear Creek would likely be available acres there. We agree that
attractive to bats because of the increased insect foraging habitat is available, cannot
abundance that would be found along the verify roosting habitat.
stream.
We do not agree. Dense stand conditions
Third, there appears to be an overestimation of can lead to r_ngh S everity fire and the loss
- - A - - of bark on fire killed trees. The DEIS
Wildlife the impacts of fire suppression on bat habitat 06/45 d t estimat f botential loss
for the no action alternative. 0€S Not estimate acres of potentr !
only describes the process that might
occure. DEIS; pp. 3-87 & 3-88
Again there seems to be a great deal of See response to comment 06/35. As noted
underestimation of potential black-backed in the DEIS, black backed woodpeckers
Wildlife woodpecker habitat in the project area and the 06/46 prefer post-fire areas within 1-6 years of a

analysis suggests there are only 2,357 acres of
potential habitat. Again this is despite the fact

burn. No burning has occurred in the
project area in that time frame. See
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that over 27,173 acres of the 43,731 acre Analysis Methodology and table on DEIS
project area is composed of stands in size pages 3-84,85.
classes greater than 9 inches DBH (DEIS
Vegetation Section). With this low estimate of
existing habitat it is not surprising that impacts
are only predicted to be 420 acres for
alternatives B and C and 363 acres for
Alternative D.
it is cited in the DEIS that Bush and Lundberg
(2008) identified 700,000 acres of black-backed
woodpecker habitat on the Nez Perce National
Forest in 2008. What has happened to those
700,000 acres since 2008? Has any of it been
logged? How much of the 700,000 acres will See response to comment 06/36. The
be affected by the Clear Creek proposal? Are DEIS, pgs 3-89 to 3-91 discusses how
Wildlife the acreages identified by Bush and Lundberg 06/47 many acres are expected suitable habitat
(2008) the same as those identified in the in the Clear Creek project area and how
DEIS? How has the 200,000 acres of wildfire many of those would be affected by the
mentioned in the DEIS affected the existing project.
stands identified by Bush and Lundberg? Have
some stands been eliminated because the fire
burned too hot or has more habitat actually
been created in new areas? | have no real idea
from the information presented in the DEIS.
As discussed in response to comment
06/36 and 03/119 population viability is
best conducted at the Forest or Regional
No real cumulative effects analysis has been scale. Given the long cumulative effects
done nor have any site specific estimates of time frames for some species, it would
population loss for each of the alternatives been not be realistic to try and estimate
Wildlife conducted. Habitat loss has been used as a 06/48 population changes. We can, however
proxy for population impact, but even that does determine how much habitat would be
not appear to have been accomplished in a affect by proposed activities in
realistic and professional manner. combination with future foreseeable
activities in the cumulative effects
analysis area. See DEIS: 3-83, Species
Viability
How many black-backed woodpeckers can be
supported In the project area prior to the pF°JeCt Please see DEIS and FEIS Chapter 3 for
and how will that change after the project is inf ti this species. These
implemented? Are there portions of the area information on P '
that are no longer suitable habitat? Do woodpeckers prefer recently burned
Wildlife - . ) 06/49 habitats. Habitat acres are used in lieu of
activities on nearby private land cause greater -
- - . the number of birds. We are unaware of
importance to be assigned to the National h t of available habitat on private
Forest? For example, have snag and diseased : € amount ot av P
. PR ands.
tree density been significantly reduced on
private land?
The approach presented for the fisher appears to
be very similar to that which was conducted for
other species. The whole analysis is based on
database queries that supposedly identify
suitable habitat. However, it this case suitable See DEIS: 3-99 for fisher observations.
Wildlife habitat is split into summer habitat which the 06/50 This information has been updated in the

authors classify as older forest stands exceeding
13 inches in DBH and winter habitat which the
authors suggest is saplings and other young
stands. While the older forest stand
designations (summer habitat) make sense for
this species, the winter habitat designations do

FEIS.
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not. Fishers have been consistently tied to
older forest stands in most studies and even by
the author’s own admissions the availability of
large downed logs over 21 inches DBH are
particularly important in the winter. These
types of downed logs don’t occur in sapling and
other young stands. Even the study cited in the
DEIS (Jones and Garton 1994) found that 54%
of fisher use during the winter was in
mature/old growth forest.... The winter range
analysis seems completely inconsistent with the
current literature for this species. | suggest it be
completely revised with more recent literature
citations in the FEIS. My remaining comments
will only deal with the summer habitat
conditions detailed out in the DEIS as | regard
the winter range analysis to be in complete
error and contrary to the existing literature for
this species.

Wildlife

Once again suitable summer habitat values
appear to be underestimated, but not as badly as
for some of the other species. In this case
10,037 acres of old forest is identified as
suitable summer habitat. Recall that the
vegetation analysis shows over 16,000 acres in
size class exceeding 21 inches and almost
11,000 acres in the 9-21 inch size class.

06/51

See response to comment 06/35. The
FEIS has been updated to address this
concern.

Wildlife

“Improving the distribution of hiding cover
relative to foraging habitat.” This objective
could be re-written to state: Improve the
availability and distribution of elk foraging
habitats, particularly winter browse.

13/01

The FEIS has been updated to address
this concern.

Wildlife

Hiding cover is not the issue. Availability,
distribution and sustainability of seasonal
forages (winter browse and spring/fall
grasses/shrubs) is the issue. Progressing toward
desired vegetation conditions would, by default,
provide for spring/fall forages. On the winter
range, however, specific practices (dry season
prescribed fire) must be applied to achieve the
desired browse forage conditions.

13/02

See response to 13/01.

Wildlife

Wildlife Analysis This section of the DEIS
seems disproportionate to the analyses
documented for the other resources (The
wildlife section included approximately 42
pages within the environmental consequences
section of the EIS. Between 3 and10 pages
were reported for all of the other resources).
The wildlife analysis should address only the
direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on the
availability, distribution, arrangement and
sustainability of selected (T&E, Sensitive and
MIS) species habitats. The scale and
conclusions related to the cumulative effects
analysis is well beyond the Line Officer’s
authority to consider or conclude effects of the
planned actions of species viability. Wildlife
species should be addressed similar to that for
fisheries/aquatics/watershed. Much of the

13/22

Thanks for the observation. Other
commentors would like to see more
analysis.
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wildlife assessment is irrelevant to the analysis
and should only appear in a specialist report as
supporting documentation.

Wildlife

A combination of prescribed burning,
commercial and pre-commercial thinning~
forest 'improvements', and regeneration harvest
are predicted to variably reduce habitat for
several wildlife species dependent on late-seral
forest conditions and/or large-diameter forest
structure, notably northern goshawks, pileated
woodpecker, flammulated owl, pygmy
nuthatch, Canada lynx, fisher~ American
marten, moose, and three species of bats.
Foraging habitat for several of these species is
predicted to increase in some cases. The DEIS
relies heavily on the retention of suitable
features and habitats within R1parian Habitat
Conservation Areas (RHCAS), Roadless areas,
and through silvicultural prescriptions to ensure
the persistence of these species under the
Proposed Action. Unfortunately, no information
is presented quantifying the overall(%)
reduction in habitat or the distribution of
remaining habitat in the Project area for many
of these species. It is therefore difficult to
evaluate the impact of the proposed habitat
reductions on populations of these species,
including their persistence and distribution in
the Project area.

21/16

The direct and indirect effects for each of
the analyzed species discuss the acres of
habitat affected by the treatment.
Additional percentages of affected habitat
is present is most of these discussions in
the DEIS.

Wildlife

The DEIS references a 2008 report done for the
Nez Perce National Forest and a2006 internal
agency document that was not published in a
peer-reviewed publication. There are
assumptions that fail logic and science,
including assumption that very little habitat is
needed to maintain species (the 2006 report)
across the entire region (for example, see page
3-90 for black-backed woodpeckers). It also
seems the broad habitat estimates are different
than the ones used in the DEIS and they don’t
take into account recent logging and fires. For
example, the DEIS recognizes 700,000 acres of
black-backed woodpecker habitat on the Nez
Perce National Forest (about 30 percent of the
forest), yet less than 2,400 acres in the project
area (about six percent of the project area).
Another example is marten, where the amount
of mature stands proposed to be clearcut are
greater than the amount of habitat lost. It seems
there are apples and oranges comparisons when
looking at habitat on the larger scale versus on
the site-specific scale. These problems are not
confined to black-backed woodpeckers (or
martens), but also include goshawks, pileated
woodpeckers, fisher, the two bat species, and
the western toad.

28/27

See response to comment 06/35 and
06/36. DEIS: 3-22 & 23 discuss fire
occurrence and history. Most fire
occurred outside of this project area.

We are uncertain how the commenter
assessed the acres for marten as the DEIS
shows 17,328 acres of suitable habitat
available with maximum of 1,229 acres
proposed for treatment.

Wildlife

The DEIS does not differentiate between the
two what many scientists now consider as
separate marten species in North America based

28/29

We acknowledge the research and
dialogue on separate species. Whether
both species are present in project area is
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upon genetic studies, Martes americana and
Martes caurina. Their ranges tend to meet
somewhere in the northwestern Montana and
northern Idaho. To what species (or subspecies)
do the marten in the forest belong or are they
both found here?

unknown at this time; however habitat
requirements would be similar for both
species. The FEIS discusses the amount
of suitable habitat for marten and the
potential effects of proposed activities on
them.

Wildlife

In essence, the DEIS fails to look at habitat
actually used by the species like fisher, marten,
goshawk, black-backed woodpeckers, and
pileated woodpeckers. Forest plan monitoring
has not been done (or reported) and this may be
a reason for the inconsistency with the DEIS
analysis of wildlife. Without on-the-ground
field work, the agency cannot adequately
project impacts to species either on a site-
specific or cumulative level.

28/30

The DEIS and FEIS discuss habitat
parameters assessed for each if these
species (Wildlife section). A recent
judgment on the Little Slate Project
confirmed that population viability is best
considered at the forest or regional level,
not the project level (Memorandum
Decision and Order Case No. 3:12-cv-
00466-MHW).

Wildlife

The DEIS dismisses any analysis of wolvering,
bald eagles, and Coeur d’Alene salamanders.
Avre there no spray zones in the entire project
area for salamanders? What about Idaho giant
salamanders? Bald eagles use the Clearwater
River and may inhabit the project area.
Wolverine may use the project area as well,
especially in winter searching for carrion.

28/34

See response to comments 3/66, 6/39,
6/40 and 6/41. Idaho giant salamanders
appear to be common and have been
found in association with culvert
replacements in Clear Creek; they are not
listed as MIS or sensitive species.

Wildlife

My comment concerning wildlife habitat is that
concerning Elk and Deer it isn't of much use
anymore. The IFG has so poorly managed the
Clear Creek basin that there are few elk left and
having so few numbers left they are almost
defenseless against large predators and
therefore have basically moved close to town.
The wolves are catching the blame and | agree
that they do have ongoing impact but many of
us forget that hunters legally and illegally shot
the herds down using extended hunts, multiple
weapons hunts, controlled hunts, depredation
hunts, cow tags and a variety of other bull cow
ratio data, which for the most part centered on
the bull concerning elk management and now
we are suffering decades of three month long
hunting seasons and blaming it on the wolves.
Habitat is good for those that need it and | feel
there is plenty of it out there that suits the
purpose just fine.

29/04

Thank you for your comments

Wildlife/
Alternatives

Alternative C does the most to trend the project
area toward desired conditions described in the
purpose and need section. This alternative
would provide the earliest successional habitat,
a feature that is drastically below desired levels,
while variable retention harvest would assure
retention of structural elements necessary for a
wide variety of wildlife in both the short and
long-term. By regenerating stands that are not
composed of early seral species and are within
the focus areas, this alternative creates the most
opportunity for reestablishment of early seral
species while maintaining patch size.

17/03

Thank you for your comments.

Wildlife/BABE

Disclose the biological assessment for the
candidate, threatened, or endangered species

03/07

The BE and the BA is included with the
FEIS.
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with potential and/or actual habitat in the
Project area; Disclose the biological evaluation
for the sensitive and management indicator
species with potential and/or actual habitat in
the Project area;

Wildlife/
Cumulative
Effects

The cumulative effects analysis is weak or non-
existent for all wildlife species. A cumulative
effects analysis should have at least been
completed for the Clear Creek drainage. The
fact that private land data is not readily
available is no excuse for not conducting a
cumulative effects analysis. The results of the
analysis likely would have been much different
if the impacts of past and proposed activities on
nearby private lands had been included in the
wildlife analysis.

06/38

The FEIS includes activities on private
lands adjacent to or within the project
area.

Wildlife/
Cumulative
Effects

The importance of the Clear Creek Roadless
Avrea as bird habitat becomes much more
consequential when the cumulative effects of
landscape treatment by surrounding landowners
is taken into consideration. Private landowners
in the surrounding area have been strongly
encouraged to aggressively treat ALL of their
property for “fire mitigation” which includes
clearing all the brush from large tracts of land.
This despite the fact that numerous studies have
shown that treatment beyond a 100 ft. radius of
a structure bears little safety advantage in a fire
event. Since bird habitat has already been
severely compromised on private holdings the
cumulative effects of further habitat destruction
needs to be addressed. Song birds are in decline
worldwide and destroying their strongholds
puts further stress on populations.

11/03

DEIS page 1-3 shows about 33% of
project area is privately or state-owned.
Not all private land has been is treated for
fire mitigation as seen in Google Earth.
Project activities would create a mosaic
of vegetation structure that would provide
habitat for songbirds and their prey base
of insects or plants.

Wildlife/
Cumulative
Effects

The DEIS ignores the adjacent private land in
terms of impacts to wildlife species. This fails a
cumulative impact analysis.

28/31

See response to 06/38.

Wildlife/
Design Criteria

“...vegetative screen (“1 site potential tree
height)...along open motorized traffic and
regeneration harvest units to help maintain elk
habitat quality and reduce hunting season
vulnerability.” There is neither Forest Plan
direction nor need to retain. This has not been a
practice in this landscape. There is not direction
in the Forest Plan to “reduce hunting
vulnerability”; that is addressed (de facto) with
the Forest Plan direction for elk habitat
effectiveness.

13/12

Appendix B (page B-6) in the NPNF
Forest Plan recommends buffer strips
between open forest roads and openings
that may be used as foraging areas for elk

Wildlife/
Design Criteria

“For non-legacy trees, the objective would be
for a majority of the leave trees to survive
prescribed burn.” First, this should not even
appear in the wildlife section of design criteria.
Second, for what species-specific (T&E,
Sensitive or MIS) purpose would this serve
“wildlife”, given retention of forested riparian
areas, legacy trees and snags. Saving fire-
intolerant conifers from prescribed burn is
contrary to what occurs across the landscape in
both mixed- and stand-replacing fire regimes. It

13/13

See Appendix G, Target Stands for
Multiple Objectives.
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would be more an appropriate Design Features
in the vegetation section to state: “Retain a
majority (70%+) of the legacy trees to survive
prescribed burn.”
Wildlife/ Addressing noxious weeds is not in the purview 13/15 Weeds may displace native vegetation.
Design Criteria | for wildlife design criteria for this project. The latter provides forage for wildlife.
Wildlife (12): Unclear the intent of this design D§S|gn quterla are l.Jsed In gom_blnatlon
- o .- with desired conditions, objectives, and
Wildlife/ criteria. If there are specific factors not already - h
. N h . o 13/16 suitable uses to guide the management of
Design Criteria | addressed in the vegetation section, include A - L
i - : the NP-CNF. Wildlife design criteria #12
specifics. Otherwise, delete this text. - o :
is specific to moose habitat.
Wildlife (13): A “to” statement should be added
o to indicate why th!s is necessary. For example, The FEIS has been updated to address
Wildlife/ to support long soil nutrient cycling and small . - L
. oo ; - . L 13/17 this concern. See the design criteria in
Design Criteria | animal habitats.... This could appear in either Chanter 2
the soils or wildlife sections of the Design P '
Criteria.
- . . L . See response to comment 13/15. It is
Wildlife/ Wildlife (14): '_I'he DeSI_gn C”Fe”a’. as written, designed to maintain a seedbank of native
- S should appear in the soils section (if even 13/18 . .
Design Criteria - - vegetation and future forage for big
appropriate to include). game
Wildlife (15): There is nothing in the DEIS or
ref'erepced 'Ilterature to support this Design Thanks for the observation. The DEIS pg.
Criteria. Given the amount of untreated S
- . - . 2-9 states that this is a Forest Plan
Wildlife/ landscape, while perhaps desirable to limit - -
- N - ) 13/19 Standard (FP, pg. 11-19).This design
Design Criteria | disturbance, there is no need to put another o . : :
. - - criteria provides protection & still allows
burden on project design or scheduling. If so, flexibility for the proiect
then a “to” statement should be added as to why y project.
this is important.
Please add Design Criteria: * To support the
availability, distribution and sustainability of
quality browse species (particularly redstem
ceanothus, service berry, willow, and mountain
maple); prescribed fire prescriptions should be
Wildlife/ developed for implementation during summer 13/20 The design criteria in the FEIS have been
Design Criteria | or fall. Spring burns would be appropriate only updated to address this concern.
to prepare fuel breaks for summer/fall burns. It
may be necessary, in specific areas, to prepare
fuel beds via mechanical slashing, to promote
burning conditions that achieve desired browse
response.
Please add Design Criteria: To support short-
and long-term snag survival, retain broken-top
(>8” at the break), live trees as snags. (Unsound : i .
Wildlife/ snags could not be expected to survive logging DEIS pages 2-7 & 2-8 shows o_IeS|gn
- S - - : - 13/21 criteria for dead and live recruitment
Design Criteria | or prescribed fire practices. Live (green) trees h
. . . trees. Broken top trees would be included.
with broken tops are typically lower risk to for
forest works and have a higher probability of
surviving prescribed fire.
Elk are above Idaho management goals now in
the project area, but how long will the clearcuts
from the 80's in the area provide quality forage? Both winter and summer ranges show
USFS Elk HABCAP (if that's still the term) declining forage potential under a no
Wildlife/Elk models are relics from the era of big timber 05/12 action alternative. The proposed action
harvest. They're weighted to much towards would increase forage as shown in the
"road density" and practically ignore forage(as FEIS.
it was most likely assumed forage would be
plentiful with timber harvest).
Wildlife/EIK | Why aren’t the latest elk habitat effectiveness 06/66 The Forest Plan requires the use of the
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guidelines being utilized in the analysis? The
guidelines were updated in 1997 by Idaho Fish
and Game, Forest Service and Tribal biologists
to include the latest research and are considered
an improvement over the 1994 version which
the Forest Service utilized for the DEIS. Please
update the analysis to include the best available
science which in this case is the 1997 version of
the guidelines.

1994 guidelines (Forest Plan Appendix
B) and has not been updated. It is
currently under revision and will use
more recent literature.

Wildlife/EIk

On page 3-125 of the analysis it is stated that
the Clear Creek 3 EAA “is not likely to ever
meet security recommendations due to the
number of open roads that occur throughout it.”

06/67

That is correct. It won’t meet 30%
security habitat with this project.

Wildlife/EIk

The large amount of burning and cutting
proposed for alternatives B, C and D will create
a boom or bust situation for elk. The new cuts
and prescribed burn will create an
overabundance of new forage for a short time
(20-30 years), but when the stands grow up that
abundance will be lost. | believe a more
moderate proposal would have less impact on
elk over the long run and preserve future
opportunities to create new forage areas 20 to
30 years down the road.

06/68

Thank you for the comment. The project
is anticipated to take 13 years to
completion: creating a small difference in
stand ages. Potential for prescribed burns
on elk ranges may be available for
maintaining forage in a longer term.

Wildlife/EIk

The use of the 1984 elk habitat effectiveness
model (summer range) is unfortunate. Newer
versions are available. Consultation with your
Forest Wildlife Biologist or State Wildlife
Biologists should be able to provide the
necessary updates.

08/10

See response to 06/66.

Wildlife/EIk

The Nez Perce Forest plan directs that elk
habitat effectiveness achieve certain levels.
Unless a specific issue related to elk security
was developed in scoping, there is neither
direction nor need to address whether an elk
analysis unit provides 30% elk security.
Common to all alternatives, each elk analysis
unit meets the Forest Plan objective of 50%. No
need to discuss in detail.

13/08

Thanks for the comment. The concern
was brought up during scoping and as a
result the information was presented in
the DEIS.

Wildlife/EIk

On elk winter range in the Clearwater Basin
(Bitterroot Mountains Breaklands landscape),
timber harvest, followed by summer/fall
prescribed fire, provides the most predictable
and reliable means of successfully promoting
redstem ceanothus germination from seed.
Burning or logging followed by burning led to a
higher percent cover of redstem ceanothus than
logging alone.

13/09

Thanks for the comment.

Wildlife/EIk

This issue could have readily been dismissed.
All elk analysis areas meet the Forest Plan
objectives/standards(?) for elk habitat
effectiveness.... A more relevant issue related
to ‘roads’ would have been to put system roads
into long-term storage {watershed stable/closed
to motorized vehicles (unless considered and
approved through NEPA to serve as a
motorized recreation route)}. Reducing
watershed impacts, disturbance/displacement of
wildlife from preferred habitats, and road

13/11

Yes, in every alternative, all EAAs would
remain above 50% in habitat
effectiveness, see table 3-31 in DEIS.
Thanks for the comment.
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maintenance costs are all significant benefits to
putting roads into storage.
The DEIS acknowledges that cow elk numbers
currently meet, and bull numbers exceed, IDFG .
population objectives of 800-1,200 and 175-250 DEIS page 3'.120 also ”?e”“O“S: that calf
P : . . to cow ration is decreasing, which can be
individuals, respectively, in GMU 16....Finally, an indicator of a declining herd. Without
the DEIS notes that elk were relatively rare in vegetation management. range fora o
I this area historically, increasing only as a result g% gemsri, ang g
Wildlife/EIk ! e - 21/17 quality & quantity will decrease. Part of
of predator suppression and major fire events in h £ the proiect is to maintain
the early 20th century....Against this backdrop the purposefo E bJ' Maintaini
of a rising elk population which meets or olrklncree;)se orageld abitat. alntalnl_r&g
exceeds current management objectives, it is ﬁ Eum ers V\{OU. fi coptlntugbtcl) prowbe
unclear why "[increasing] elk forage" (p. 1-5) is unting opportunities for trial members.
among the Purposes of the Project.
The DEIS states that an overall decline in
calf:cow ratios may be related to reductions in
forage quality (poor condition of cows and low
calf weights), high predation rates, less security
area, and greater human disturbance and/or
hunting pressure” (p. 3-120; emphasis added).
However, the Proposed Action would reduce
elk hiding cover by 10% through regeneration
harvests and a further 9% through prescribed
burns on MA 16 Winter Range (p. 3-124). . S
Hiding cover on elk summer range would be In e\;(ejry alte_rnagve, E:_)I(I);Ik. ar;]alby_sw units
reduced 10% as well under Alt. B. Factoring in \évf?:cti\;grr:gsn se:\t/aeble 30:;2 ir?DItEaltS The
Wildli the anticipated benefits of increased forage - ! . '
ildlife/Elk St 21/18 prescribed burns on MA-16, Winter
availability to elk, overall summer range Elk Range are maintenance burns to promote
Habitat Effectiveness (EHE) would still decline vigor in elk forage. Hunting (*pressure’)
by an average of 5%. It is therefore unclear how is requlated b the.state
"elk populations are expected to respond 9 Y '
favorably to proposed treatments due to
increased foraging opportunities” (p. 3-124) in
the face of static or increasing tribal and non-
tribal harvest pressure, a 10-19% decrease in
hiding cover on the winter range, and a 5%
average decrease in overall summer habitat
effectiveness. On the contrary, model results
indicate that the net effect of the Proposed
Action on elk will be negative.
Large forest openings, though a natural See the FEIS, Appendix A. The maps for
characteristic of forests exhibiting mixed-and the Action alternatives show no
high-severity wildfire, can pose problems for a contiguous series of units as mentioned
number of wildlife species. Such areas can by the commentor. Riparian and other
impede dispersal, reduce foraging opportunity, areas will not be treated, maintaining
and increase vulnerability to predators and/or movement corridors and hiding cover.
human harvest relative to smaller forest Riparian areas are continuously vegetated
openings, even if the overall burned acreages throughout the drainage as noted in the
are equal. The presence ofRHCAs in low-lying Aquatics section of the FEIS. Over 13
Wildlife/Elk portions of the units may provide little benefit 21/19 miles of road will be decommissioned

for upland species. Conversely, riparian-
associated species may be impacted through the
loss of forest cover connecting discontinuous
riparian zones. For some populations already
facing demographic stress due to other factors,
the added stressor of large forest openings may
threaten viability...For elk, these openings are
expected to increase sight distances and thus
vulnerability in areas which are already heavily

during the project will increase security.
This is in addition to the previous 85
miles of road decommissioning in the
southwest portion of the project area. The
majority of area is not considered heavily
roaded and 45% of the roads are closed to
motorized use which limits easy access
into the area by hunters. See Chapter 2
for the proposed acres each alternative
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roaded. For example, along the southwest
boundary of the Project area, the Proposed
Action would treat a nearly contiguous series of
units 5.5 miles long and up to 0.5 miles wide.
Other units proposed for regeneration harvest
appear to be up to | .5 miles long without any
discontinuities at all. Such areas are likely to
seriously impact elk vulnerability for several
years post-treatment, as EHE modeling makes
clear...Unfortunately, no information is
presented quantifying the anticipated size and
configuration of regeneration harvest openings
in the Project area. It is therefore difficult to
evaluate the impact of the proposed acreage
exemption on many other wildlife species,
including their persistence and distribution in
the Project area.

offers.

Wildlife/Elk

None of the alternatives meet the elk security
recommendations for the Clear Creek elk
analysis area. How does this comport with the
forest plan? Why wasn’t an alternative
developed that met this standard?

28/32

Only one EAA does not meet security
recommendations for elk in the project
area. Road closures in this affected area
(which may improve security habitat)
may be considered by the deciding
official. The only Forest Plan standard is
fore elk habitat effectiveness. There is no
standard for elk security.

Wildlife/EIk

Also regarding elk, what protocol was used?
Was the latest version of the elk habitat
guidelines used in the analysis? If not, why not?
Does the agency believe it needs to amend the
forest plan to use the latest scientific protocol in
this instance? If so, why wasn’t an amendment
proposed, at least for this project area?

28/33

See response to comment 06/66. The
1987 Forest Plan provides the direction
for elk analysis

Wildlife/Fisher

Again | see references to the Bush and
Lundberg (2008) study which supposedly
shows 400,000 acres of suitable summer habitat
on the Nez Perce Forest. Again there is no
quantification of how this might have changed
due to logging and wildfire since 2008. There is
no display of the Bush and Lundberg (2008)
data for the project area and there is again no
discussion on how the Bush and Lundberg
(2008) numbers relate to the figures cited in the
DEIS. | see the Sampson (2006) study also
cited once again and this time it is suggested
that only 100,078 acres would be needed to
maintain a viable population across the 25
million acre Northern Region.

06/52

See response to comment 06/36.

Wildlife/Fisher

Regarding fisher, the DEIS divides winter and
summer habitat. However, even the research
cited in the DEIS notes the need for old growth
during both winter and summer. Thus, it seems
the DEIS underestimates the impacts to fisher.
Given the high level of accidental trapping of
this species in the region, it is of grave concern.

28/28

Both GIS analyses for winter and summer
habitat included all old growth as fisher
habitat.

Wildlife/
Fisheries

What evidence do you have that this logging
will make the forest healthier for fish and
wildlife?

03/51

As discussed in the DEIS and FEIS,
logging is expected to have no effect on
fish species. Road decommissioning and
improvement will benefit aquatic habitats
over time. The only expected direct
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effects to fish would come from these
activities where culverts are removed or
replaced.Heterogenous habitats offer
more opportunities for wildlife than
homogenous habitats. Logging in this
project would create more diverse
habitats for wildlife.
Wildlife/ What evidence do you have that this logging
Fisheri will make the forest healthier for fish and 03/146 See response to comment 03/51.
isheries S
wildlife?
| agree that all of these species would find
limited habitat in the analysis area and that the
Wildlife/ areas of primary importance occur on project _ _
Flammulated | &7€2 breaklands (VRU 3). | encourage Prescrloed fire treatments should bo
owl, Pygmy treatments_ that favor the retontlon of larger beneficial to the habitat. Regeneration
Nuthateh Douglas fir and ponderosa pine in VRU 3 and 06/54 would leave 14-28 tpa/acre as clumps or
. ' to some extent in VRU 4 and feel that such individuals. The harvest in moister units
Ringneck - . - .
treatments will be particularly important for the would remove the shade tolerant species,
Snake, Mt . -
Quail flammulated owl and the pygmy nuthatch. and favor ponderosa Pine or Douglas-fir.
However, | am concerned when such treatments
are extended into moister upland habitat types
in the name of restoration
Once again the amount of available nesting
habitat appears to have been significantly
underestimated. The idea that only 2,066 acres
out of the available 16,387 acres of forest over
21 inches DBH and 10,786 acres of forest
between 9 and 21 inches DBH doesn’t make See response to comment 06/35.
Wildlife/ any sense. It appears that impacts to goshawk Goshawk nesting habitat is well
G habitat have been significantly underestimated 06/59 distributed around the perimeter of the
oshawk - . - - - . .
as a result of this estimate. There is also no project area. A map is available in the
discussion regarding the distribution of this project file.
habitat which is likely critical to a territorial
species like the goshawk. For example, if the
entire nesting habitat is located in one area it
will only be useful to the goshawks nesting in
the territory that contains that nesting habitat.
Second the same approach that has been cited
for several other species is presented once
again. The study by Bush and Lundberg (2008)
suggests there are 275,000 acres of post-
fledgling habitat on the Nez Perce Forest.
Again, there is no analysis how this study
relates to the project area and determinations of
suitable habitat actually used in the analysis. In See response to comment 06/36. See
Wildlife/ fact there io not even any discussion regarding DEIS 3-84 for anal_ysis methodology and
Goshawk post-fledgling habitat in the DEIS as only 06/60 Table 3-28 for habitat criteria. Post
nesting habitat is considered. No attempt has fledgling habitat is mentioned on page 3-
been made to track how this habitat may have 116.
changed since 2008 and once again | see
assertions that only 30,147 acres of post-
fledging habitat is needed to meet the
requirements of goshawks across the 25 million
acre Northern Region (Samson 2006). Such an
assertion again seems fairly ridiculous given the
current range and distribution of the species.
Wildlife/ T_he analysis talks_about estimated population Not all the acreage is contiguous, a_nd not
Goshawk size of goshawks in Idaho (5,600 birds) and the 06/61 all the goshawks are paired up, which

Northern Rockies (3,900 birds), but makes no

makes a simple approximation
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mention of how many nesting pairs of unrealistic.
goshawks could be supported in the project
area. As territorial species with territory sizes
of approximately 4000-6000 acres (Reynolds et
al. 1992) this should be a relatively easy
calculation for the project area.
| believe the current goshawk analysis is
inadequate because it fails to account for how Refer to the Response to Comment 06/60
the project area is actually being utilized by Al - N '
. " so, design criteria in the DEIS Chapter
goshawks. There is not attempt to figure out 2 di - -
o . - iscuss retention of trees that provide
existing habitat use and how that use might be otential qoshawk habitat. as well as
impacted by the project proposal. The analysis P 1al g - L
- resented in the DEIS relies on nebulous rt_aportlng t.o the b'0|0g'sft if den or nest
Wildlife/ E bi h ith y sites are discovered during activities.
Goshawk abitat assessments t at_ar_e neit er current nor 06/62 Conservation measures would be
accurately reflect the existing habitat potential implemented if nesting doshawks are
for this species. Under this approach, no timber P 1ng 9
- : - found. The FEIS discloses how much
sale will ever impact goshawk habitat because suitable habitat, based on vegetation
there is always habitat “somewhere else” that requirements of’ the species, would be
will support the species. However, no actual affected by the project '
accounting of this habitat and its changing '
condition is ever presented.
As an alternative method to the weak analysis
Wildlife/ presented in the DEIS, | suggest an approach .
Goshawk that identifies potential goshawk territories in 06/63 Thanks for your suggestion.
the study area.
*...maintain a minimum 40-acre yearlong no-
treatment buffer around occupied goshawk nest
trees. No ground disturbing activities would be Thanks for your comment, The design
allowed inside occupied post-fledging goshawk criteria is appropriate if a nest is found
areas from April 15 to August 15.” Please during operations. The biologist can
Wildlife/ check/verify R_l-C6.316, this is truly a s_tandard. mit_igate_ for the impacts on the raptor,
Goshawk Goshawks typically have low nest-fidelity, 13/14 which aims for success of the clutch.
year-to-year, moving nests each year. The These can be timing restrictions and/or
analysis did neither disclose nor addressed the the retention of more canopy. Post
low-fidelity and attributes associated with a fledging areas are only important when
post-fledging area (400-600 acre forest there is an associated nest.
patches). There is nothing in the DEIS relative
to goshawk to support this design criterion.
A grizzly was recently illegally killed (2007) on
the Clearwater National Forest. The two forests
Wildlife are administratively combined and are within 28/35 See response to comment 03/66 and refer
/Grizzly Bear | the Bitterroot recovery zone for grizzly bears. to DEIS, page 3-82 and 3-86.
Why wasn’t any mention of grizzlies made in
the DEIS?
The DEIS says there are no grizzly bears in the
area. A grizzly bear was killed in Kelly Creek
on September 3, 2007. The Nez Perce- The grizzly bear killed in Kelly Creek
Clearwater National Forest is now known grizzly bez Y
- - e S was over 45 miles to the northeast of
Wildlife grizzly bear ha_bltat and !t 1S a_V|oIat|on_of . Clear Creek. See response to comment
/Grizzlv Bear NEPA to not disclose this. _It is also aV|(_)Iat|on 03/165 03/66 and 28/35 and the DEIS . 3-86
y Bears a a e pg
of NFMA to not ensure a viable population of regarding the potential presence of
grizzly bears in the project area and is a 1721V bear in the proiect area
violation of the ESA to not formally consult gnzzly proJ )
with the US FWS to see if this project will
adversely affect grizzly bears.
Wildlife/ | saw a large grizzly bear crossing Highway 12 Thanks for your comment. W_e suggest
Grizzly Bears around 11:00 p.m. on August 3rd about 20-25 03/166 you contact the IDFG with this reported
miles west of the Montana-ldaho border. sighting.
Wildlife/Lynx | Please formally consult with US FWS on the 03/167 An analysis for lynx in relation to the
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impact of this project on lynx. Squires 2010
found lynx are not using regenerated stands as
originally thought. Therefore NEPA must be
done on the exception in the NRMLD for lynx
forage reduction within the WUI.

NRLMD (DEIS, pgs. 3-91 to 3-99). The
project is consistent with the NRLMD. A
BA will be completed for the project.

The DEIS states the project area could provide
habitat for Canada lynx but the Forest is
currently considered unoccupied habitat. What
surveys have you done to prove this?

Wildlife/Lynx

03/168

See DEIS: pages 3-91 and 3-92.

This is violation of the ESA and an internal
Forest Service memo according to Jim Claar
from the Regional Office in Missoula. Mr.
Claar told Arlene Montgomery from Friends of
the Wild Swan, one of our member groups in a
phone conversation that the Forest Service is
directed to follow the Northern Rockies lynx
management direction in historic lynx habitat.
The project area is historic lynx habitat which
means it is suitable habitat.

Wildlife/Lynx

03/169

See response to comment 03/167. The
project was analyzed according to the
NRLMD. See DEIS: pages 3-91 to 3-93.

The fact that continued implementation of the
Forest Plans constitutes a “taking” of the lynx is
not disclosed in the EA or in the EA’s
Biological Assessment. Such taking can only
be authorized with an incidental take statement,
issued as part of a Biological Opinion (B.O.)
during a Section 7 consultation. The FS must
incorporate terms and conditions from a
programmatic B.O. into a Forest Plan
amendment or revision before projects affecting
lynx habitat, such as the North Butte Salvage
Project, can be authorized.

Wildlife/Lynx

03/170

The Clear Creek project is being
conducted under an EIS, not an EA. The
Biological Assessment will be prepared
and available with the FEIS. See
response to comment 03/96 and 03/169.

The Programmatic BA’s “likely to adversely
affect” conclusion was based upon the
following rationale (p. 4), all of which apply
here. Forest Plans within the Northern Rockies:
generally direct an aggressive fire suppression
strategy within developmental land allocations.
...this strategy may be contributing to a risk of
adversely affecting the Lynx by limiting the
availability of foraging habitat within these
areas; allow levels of human access via forest
roads that may present a risk of incidental
trapping or shooting of Lynx or access by other
competing carnivores. The risk of road-related
adverse effects is primarily a winter season
issue; are weak in providing guidance for new
or existing recreation developments. Therefore,
these activities may contribute to a risk of
adverse effects to lynx; allow both mechanized
and non-mechanized recreation that may
contribute to a risk of adverse effects to lynx.
The potential effects occur by allowing
compacted snow trails and plowed roads which
may facilitate the movements of lynx
competitors and predators; provide weak
direction for maintaining habitat connectivity
within naturally or artificially fragmented
landscapes. Plans within all geographic areas
lack direction for coordinating construction of

Wildlife/Lynx

03/171

Completing an amendment for Forest
Plans within the Northern Rockies is
beyond the scope of this project. The
Clear Creek Project is consistent with
NRLMD analysis and guidance (see
response to comment 03/167)
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highways and other movement barriers with
other responsible agencies. These factors may
be contributing to a risk of adverse effects to
lynx; fail to provide direction for monitoring of
lynx, snowshoe hares, and their habitats. While
failure to monitor does not directly result in
adverse effects, it makes the detection and
assessment of adverse effects from other
management activities difficult or impossible to
attain; forest management has resulted in a
reduction of the area in which natural
ecological processes were historically allowed
to operate, thereby increasing the area
potentially affected by known risk factors to
lynx. The Plans have continued this trend. The
Plans have also continued the process of
fragmenting habitat and reducing its quality and
quantity. Consequently, plans may risk
adversely affecting lynx by potentially
contributing to a reduction in the geographic
range of the species; The BA team recommends
amending or revising the Plans to incorporate
conservation measures that would reduce or
eliminate the identified adverse effects to lynx.
The programmatic conservation measures listed
in the Canada Lynx Conservation Assessment
and Strategy (LCAS) should be considered in
this regard, once finalized.

Wildlife/Lynx

The BA notes that the LCAS identifies the
following risk factors to lynx in this geographic
area: Timber harvest and precommercial
thinning that reduce denning or foraging habitat
or converts habitat to less desirable tree species;
« Fire exclusion that changes the vegetation
mosaic maintained by natural disturbance
processes; ¢ Grazing by domestic livestock that
reduces forage for lynx prey; « Roads and
winter recreation trails that facilitate access to
historical lynx habitat by competitors; « Legal
and incidental trapping and shooting; * Being
hit by vehicles; ¢ Obstructions to lynx
movements such as highways and private land
development.

03/172

See response to comment 03/167 and the
DEIS pages 3-94 t03-99. All measures of
the NRLMD would be met for this
project.

Wildlife/Lynx

It is clear, then, that the FS must do more than
follow its Forest Plans to protect lynx.
Nonetheless, and in spite of the inadequate
analysis population viability following adverse
modification of habitat perpetuated by the
Project, the North Butte Salvage Project BA
concludes that the implementation of the
proposed action would result in a determination
of “may affect but not likely to adversely
affect.”

03/173

The comment is not referring to the
proposed Clear Creek Project.

Wildlife/Lynx

The Programmatic BA’s analysis of the ability
of the Forest Plans, as ‘amended’ by the LCAS,
to prevent a “taking” of the lynx is based upon
the Forests’ meeting management standards.
As the Lolo NF has not adequately shown that
it is in compliance with its old growth

03/175

The Clear Creek Project does not occur
on the Lolo NF.
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standards, or that it even has valid old growth

standards, as detailed elsewhere in this appeal,
the project BA and EA are not in compliance

with the LCAS.

Wildlife/Lynx

The NRLMD failed to consider the cumulative
impacts of the loss of key winter lynx habitat
on viability, and thus the BiOp for this
NRLMD that is being applied to the Project is
invalid.

03/176

This comment addresses the NRLMD and
is not specific to the Clear Creek project.
It is beyond the scope of this project.

Wildlife/Lynx

The NRLMD failed to consider the cumulative
impacts of the loss of key winter lynx habitat
on viability, and thus the BiOp for this
NRLMD that is being applied to the Project is
invalid. There is no analysis, however, of the
impact of this past logging on lynx. In the big
game section of the EA, it was noted that past
logging on private lands in the landscape
peaked in 1917 (EA 3-334), and that logging on
PCTC peaked in the 1980s (EA 3-344).
Although it was noted in this big game section
that lands in the Swan Valley landscape have
fragmented forest cover as a result of past
logging (EA 3-344), this fragmentation is never
discussed for lynx or for critical habitat. The
Project EA does note, however, that historic
lynx foraging habitat is well below (5%) the
19% historic levels (Table 3-72 at 3-243),
although the loss of lynx winter foraging
habitat in old multistoried forest stands was not
identified

03/177

See response to comment 03/175 and
03/176. Comment concerns another
project.

Wildlife/Lynx

The Project Area is noted to be important lynx
habitat. Chapter 3 of the DEIS notes that the
Clear Creek area has important for lynx; this
landscape is important for the recovery of lynx
but apparently the DEIS concludes that it is
alright to destroy lynx habitat because the
Forest Service claims there are no lynx here
even though there has been very little effort to
survey for them. Thus application of the
NRLMD to the Project will not ensure
persistence or recovery of lynx in violation of
the ESA, and NFMA.

03/178

Please see the lynx analysis in the DEIS
pages 3-91 to 3-99. Limited habitat is
available in the project area.

Wildlife/Lynx

There is no analysis in the NRLMD FEIS on
the fragmentation impacts of clearcutting and
forest thinning on lynx habitat use. This lack of
analysis is not due to the availability of science.
Squires et al. (2006) noted that clearcuts
provide movement barriers to lynx in the
winter. The adverse impacts of these barriers
was not addressed by management criteria in
the NRLMD, or the BiOp for the NRLMD.
There is no limit to the percentage of the
landscape that may provide movement barriers
to lynx within a given LAU. The winter period
is the most critical for lynx (Squires et al.
2010), so the impact of barriers in young forest
created by logging will clearly affect the ability
of lynx to survive and avoid winter starvation.
The barrier effects of young forests on lynx is

03/179

See response to comment 03/176.
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clearly demonstrated via radio-telemetry studies
on lynx. Appendix B of this appeal includes 3
figures from McMillion 2009, Squires et al.
2006, and Squires et al. 2012 that show
avoidance of logged areas by lynx.

Wildlife/Lynx

Although there is a limit within LAUS that no
more than 30% can be in the stand initiation
phase, there is no analysis as to why this
standard was developed. Why is 30% of the
landscape in movement barriers to lynx in the
winter acceptable, and what is the basis for
assuming that this will ensure persistence?

03/180

See response to comment 03/176.

Wildlife/Lynx

The NRLMD and associated BiOp and ITS,
including as is being applied to the current
Project, is invalid because the agencies did not
address or consider the cumulative impacts of
habitat fragmentation and loss of lynx winter
habitat on lynx persistence in a given
landscape.

03/181

See response to comment 03/178.

Wildlife/Lynx

The NRLMD and associated BiOp, as well as
the updated BiOp for the Project on 2/13/2013,
failed to address the fragmentation impacts of
clearcutting and heavy forest thinning as
barriers to winter lynx movement. The most
obvious failure of the agencies to address this
fragmentation is the failure of the NRLMD to
define at what stage a clearcut no longer
provides a movement barrier to lynx in the
winter. This criteria is critical to management
of lynx winter habitat.

03/182

See response to comment 03/176.

Wildlife/Lynx

Applying the NRLMD BiOp to the Clear Creek
Project is clearly invalid as lynx persistence is
not ensured by application of this conservation
plan. Protection of the most key factors in lynx
habitat (lynx winter habitat and fragmentation
barriers) are not even addressed. Application of
the NRLMD as a “proxy” for lynx persistence
is invalid.

03/183

See response to comment 03/178. The
Forest is required to follow the NRLMD
(DEIS, pg3-91).

Wildlife/Lynx

The NRLMD and associated BiOp cannot
ensure the viability of the lynx because
recruitment of key winter habitat is not
protected or required, and the impacts of
logging younger forest stands on lynx is
misrepresented; it is described as a beneficial
impact when in fact it is highly detrimental.

03/184

See response to comment 03/176.

Wildlife/Lynx

The DEIS for the Project is invalid because the
degradation of lynx habitat via clearcutting and
forest thinning is incorrectly defined as “short
term;” the long-term impacts of the Project on
the lynx require an environmental impact
statement using the best available science and
formal consultation with the US FWS.

03/185

The project is being assessed under an
environmental impact statement as noted
by the commenter. See response to
comment. 03/ 167 regarding consistency
with the NRLMD.

Wildlife/Lynx

The agencies failed to identify the key
importance of multi-storied forest stands as
winter lynx habitat.

03/186

See DEIS: 3-95, Table 3-29, Standard
VEG S6

Wildlife/Lynx

| agree with the conclusions you have presented
in the lynx analysis.

06/53

Thanks for your comment.

Wildlife/Lynx

We recognize that the project area does not
provide significant habitat for lynx. In general,

27/25

Refer to lynx environmental
consequences in the FEIS.
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it appears that the limited impact on “travel
habitat” is consistent with the 2008 Northern
Rockies Lynx Management Direction. At the
same time, some CBC members question
whether the limited number of acres in lynx
habitat are critical to meet the project’s purpose
and need.

Wildlife/Lynx

While the DEIS does discuss lynx, it does not
come to any solid conclusions, nothing
inconsistences in lynx data and information.
However, the DEIS does not discuss the
adequacy of the NRLMD nor does it discuss the
recent federal court decision in Montana that
affects lynx and how the agency is supposed to
deal with lynx habitat. Connectivity for lynx
and other species is important and such a large
timber sale will have negative impacts on
connectivity.

28/36

The adequacy of the NRMLD is beyond
the scope of this project. The effects to
Lynx habitat is small (0.5%) in this
project. See DEIS, 3-99.

Wildlife/
Marten

Your stand exam queries appear to have done a
better job predicting marten habitat, but the
impacts still seem to be low considering the
size of Alternatives B, C and D. You
regenerate over 2200-4,200 acres of mature
stands with Alternatives B, C and D, yet only
800-1200 acres of suitable marten habitat is
impacted.

06/57

The difference is that not all mature
stands are over the 100 years of age as
analyzed in the criteria for suitable
marten habitat.

Wildlife/
Marten

Once again the prediction by Samson (2006)
that 17,297 acres would provide enough habitat
to meet a minimum viable population estimate
appears to be ridiculous. According to your
analysis you could maintain the entire Northern
Regions marten population within the project
area since you supposedly have 17,328 acres of
suitable habitat. | also have the same problems
with the million acre estimate of suitable habitat
from Bush and Lundbergh 2008 report that has
been previously discussed for many of the other
species.

06/58

See response to comments 06/35 and
06/26.

Wildlife/
Monitoring

Also, temporal considerations of the impacts on
wildlife population viability from implementing
something with such long duration as a Forest
Plan must be considered (id.) but this has never
been done by the NEZ PERCE-
CLEARWATER NF. It is also of paramount
importance to monitor population during the
implementation of the Forest Plan in order to
validate assumptions used about long-term
species persistence i.e., population viability
(Marcot and Murphy, 1992; Lacy and Clark,
1993).

03/120

The Forest Plan provides some temporal
considerations on impacts to wildlife
populations (NPNF LRMP 1987;
Appendix 0). See response to comment
06/48 regarding Forest Plan monitoring.

Wildlife/Moose

Alternative C should be modified to meet the
Peek et al. 1997 guidelines, or another
alternative that does meet the guidelines should
be selected.

06/69

Thanks for the opinion.

Wildlife/Moose

The Nez Perce Forest Plan recognized the
unique value associated with moist mature
forests with Pacific yew understories. In
particular, the plan recognized the value for
moose winter range. In the project area, there

27/26

Thank you for observations. The
responsible official will carefully
consider all of the projects effects when
making a decision.
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are significant stands of yew. The Forest Plan Chapter 3 wildlife section of the FEIS
directs that steep slopes be classified as will disclose the effects of the proposed
unsuitable timber ground and that patches be activities on moose and moose winter
limited in size. Because of the potential range.
inconsistency with the project, and because
Alternatives B, C and D propose only 130, 161
and 29 acres of regeneration harvest,
respectively, some members of the CBC
suggest that these acres be reconsidered to
determine whether they are essential to meet the
project’s purpose and need. Other CBC
members suggest further elaboration in the
FEIS is warranted to disclose impacts to moose
winter range from proposed treatments. The
CBC supports specific measures be considered
to maintain and enhance vegetative attributes
beneficial for moose, especially if moose use is
evident in the proposed treatment area.
Wildlife/ this is overactive mgt and it is killing the As noted in the DEIS and FEIS analysis
- myotis bats. this species cannot take the logging 14/07 for myotis bat species, the project would
Myotis Bats e .
pressure. have both positive and negative effects.
The patch size and opening sizes are of great See response to comments 13/05, 3/22
concern. There are some huge blocks of and 6/30. Please refer to the Vegetation
regeneration logging (clearcutting), some of section of chapter 3 in the FEIS for a
Wildlife/ them a few hundred acres in size. How does discussion of the effects of large
Patch Size this meet NFMA? What about the transition 28/41 openings.
between old growth and clearcuts? How does
this kind of contiguity, which occurs in some See DEIS 3-74 discussion below table 3-
areas, affect the effectiveness of old growth 24. Connective corridors would be
habitat? pursued for wildlife movements.
Concerns for the pileated woodpecker are
similar to those that have been previously
- de_scr_lbed for_ many of the qther sensmv_e . See response to comments 3/48, 06/35,
Wildlife/ wildlife species. Once again the analysis relies ;
. 6/36 and 6/37. See Analysis
Pileated on large scale assessments that are not tracked 06/64 Methodoloav and table on DEIS pades 3-
Woodpecker or updated to reflect changed conditions. The 84 9y Pag
analysis utilizes ridiculous estimates of the '
amount of habitat that would be required to
maintain a viable
Again the analysis refers to population numbers
for the entire State of Idaho (9000 birds), but
Wildlife/ makes no estimate of how many pileated Not all of the woodpeckers may be
- woodpeckers might be impacted by the project “paired.” The family unit is what
Pileated Lo - . 06/65 . < ,
proposal. Again this could be easily estimated determines the ‘home range’ size, not the
Woodpecker f - ST
based on the average home range size of this individual.
species which has been listed at approximately
1,200 acres (Mellen et al. 1992).
. . Comments on the DEIS that were
wildlife/public | Selicitand disclose comments from the Idaho submitted by IDFG for the DEIS and
Department of Fish and Game regarding the 03/04 . ? . . .
Involvement - - - S during scoping are included in the project
impact of the Project on wildlife habitat; -
file. See response to 17/03.
Walk through surveys found variable
. L . densities.About 22% of the analysis area
Disclose the snag densities in the Project area, where clearcuts occurred had low sha
Wildlife/Snags | and the method used to determine those 03/08 e Lo g
densities: densities. In units with low snag densities
ensities; . - ;
green recruitment trees will be retained
for snag replacements.DEIS 2-7, 2-8.
wildlife/Snags Please demonstrate that this project will leave 03/121 Present Guidelines for snags recommend

enough snags to follow the Forest Plan

a greater quantity of snags left than the
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requirements and the requirements of sensitive Forest Plan. If snag densities are not able
old growth species such as flammulated owls, to be met, then green recruitment or dying
fisher and goshawks. Loggers are required to trees will be left on site as snag
follow OSHA safety standards. Will these recruitment trees. See DEIS 2-7, 2-8.
standards require snags to be cut down? After
snags are cut down for safety for OSHA
requirements will there still be enough snags
left for old growth sensitive species?

Snag densities recommended by experts to
support cavity-nesting birds range from 2.1 to This project is using target stands for the
11 snags per acre of greater than 9” dbh. Please forest, which recommends 4 or more
S note that the fact that more recent science has snags per acre (average). See DEIS 2-7,
Wildlife/Snags called into question the lower snag densities 03/122 2-8. Additional snags will be available
cited in the earlier research, and the more recent within PACFISH buffers which will
science implies that about 4 snags per acre may retain all live trees and snags.
be the minimum required to insure viability.
After snags are cut down for safety for OSHA NF) h_arvest would occur in old gro_wth or
Wildlife/Snags | requirements will there still be enough snags 03/155 W'th'.n PACFISH pu_ffers. Any unit not
left for old growth sensitive species? meeting snag densmes would leave green
trees for snag recruitment.
Much of the Clear Creek Roadless area slated
for fire treatment is currently prime bird habitat.
While a few species of concern are identified in Burns will happen over time, allowing
Wildlife/ the plan, the area is teeming with bird species, animals in that area a chance to disperse
. most of which nest in the proposed burning 11/02 to other favorable habitats. Fire can also
Song Birds S . S .
areas. As an avid birder | use the roadless area stimulate vigor in shrubs and provide
frequently to observe birds (a partial list is habitat for many bird species.
included). Burning out the underbrush will
destroy much of this habitat.
The wildlife habitat and the vegetation sections
seem to be inconsistent. Some of the numbers
in the chart on page 3-84 don’t match the
descriptions of vegetation. For example, the
Wildlife/ VRU tables suggest more acreage of stands of
Vegetation trees 21 inches and greater than is habitat for 28/26 See response to comment 6/35.
pileated woodpeckers or goshawks, which are
old growth indicator species or for the two bat
species, who use these older trees. This
problem exists for other species.
The FS should firmly establish that the species
that exist, or historically are believed to have
been present in the analysis area are still part of
viable populations. Since Forest Plan
monitoring efforts have failed in this regard, it
must .b? a prlorlty _for project analysgs. Historic district records and other wildlife
Identification of viable populations is d :
- . - atabases are searched for species
Wildlife/ something that must be done at a specific 03/123 : .
o : - presence in the project area.
Viability geographic scale. The analysis must cover a S
- - ee response to comments 6/36 and
large enough area to include a cumulative 03/119 regarding viability
effects analysis area that would include truly '
viable populations. Analysis must identify
viable populations of MIS, TES, at-risk, focal,
and demand species of which the individuals in
the analysis area are members in order to
sustain viable populations.
wildlife/ nggg Z;zggtsl?g g:ossill??r?dﬁsslz?rt]wgeug:?tg%|e See DEIS: 3-84 for Analysis
06/56 methodology & habitat criteria in table 3-

Western Toad

western toad habitat in the analysis area. It is
hard to believe there are only 510 acres in the

28.
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entire project area.
The agencies do not have in place any forest
plan biological assessment, biological opinion,
- incidental take statement, and management . . L .
\.N'ld“fE/. direction amendment for whitebark pine.... The 03/98 There is no whitebark pine in the project
Whitebark Pine - . area.
agencies do not have in place any recovery plan
and regional management direction amendment
for whitebark pine.
Wildlife/ The agencies must conduct esa consultation for
- . the whitebark pine. Whitebark pine is present 03/99 See response to 03/98 and 3/101.
Whitebark Pine - .
throughout the analysis area for the project.
Whitebark pine seedlings, saplings and mature
trees, present in subalpine forests proposed for
burning, would experience mortality from
project activity. Whitebark pine is fire
\_N|Id||fe/' |r]tolerant (thlr] bark). Fire favors whlteb_ark 03/100 See response to 03/98 and 3/101.
Whitebark Pine | pine regeneration (through canopy opening and
reducing competing vegetation) only in the
presence of adequate seed source and dispersal
mechanisms (Clarks Nutcracker or humans
planting whitebark pine seedlings).
We have no Forest Plan standards for elk
I don’t understand why you don’t deal with elk securlty. '_I'he roads in plear Creek 3 EAA
L . are mainline roads which we are not
security in any of the proposed alternatives - L
- : - - S proposing to close to access. This is the
Wildlife/Wolf | since you are not meeting security objectives on 06/55 - -
L smallest EAA in the project area and
any of the alternatives in the Clear Creek 3 Elk here is ad itv in th
Analysis Area there is adequate security in the
' remainder of the drainage (DEIS, Table
3-32).
the Forest Service has chosen to omit wolverine
from analyses in the DEIS (p. 3-86). It is
W|Id||f_e/ important that thg P_rolect be evaluateql with 21/13 See response to 06/41.
Wolverine respect to potential impacts to wolverine to
ensure that actions do not contribute to the
decline of this iconic species.
Please provide us with the full BA for the bull See response to comment 03/66 and
- trout, wolverines, pine martins, northern 03/170. Pine martens and goshawks are
Wildlilfe . . : 03/72 S . -
goshawks, whitebark pine, grizzly bears and analyzed with biological evaluations not
lynx. biological assessments on the Forest.
The DEIS fails to provide adequate maps of
LAUs and habitat components along with areas
of human activity as the LCAS requires, The BA has not yet been written,
making it impossible for the public and therefore we assume this comment is not
decision maker to understand the impacts of related to the Clear Creek project as the
Wildlilfe/Lvnx motorized travel, as well as to understand 03/174 comment refers to and EA. Clear Creek is
y impacts on habitat and connectivity of habitat. an EIS. The Aquatics and Watershed
The BA lacks a genuine analysis of the full sections have been updated with grazing
range of cumulative impacts of other activities. information in the cumulative effects
The EA and BA also fail to disclose the section.
cumulative effects of livestock grazing on the
grazing allotments in the project area.
The FS must disclose its transparent, well W'I.dl.'fe SPECIEs are analy_zed .
- individually. Those associated with old
Wildllife/ thought-out long-term strategy for old-growth -
. . o Soed) growth are analyzed on project effects to
Cumulative associated wildlife species viability in a 03/113 - -
Effects properly-defined cumulative effects analysis their habitat. See response to co_mments
area 03/22, 06/36 and 03/119 regarding
' viability.
References There is a standard literary standard to inform 10/06 The commenter cites Wikipedia, which is

the public that documents have been peer

itself not subject to any sort of formal
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reviewed. Government documents have peer-
review requirements issues by the White House
Office of Management and Budget (OMB). The
link to these requirements is:
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/U.S._Government_
peer_review_policies This member of the
public has checked the documents cited in the
References section and more than a few do not
meet these requirements.

scientific scrutiny. Wikipedia is “...
written collaboratively by largely
anonymous Internet volunteers who write
without pay. Anyone with Internet access
can write and make changes to Wikipedia
articles, except in limited cases where
editing is restricted to prevent disruption
or vandalism. Users can contribute
anonymously, under a pseudonym, or, if
they choose to, with their real identity.”
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Wikipedia:
About)

Scientific information that was the
foundation for development of this
project is presented in the Clear Creek
pre-NEPA assessment, which is available
in the project file and on the project
webpage
(http://www.fs.fed.us/nepa/nepa_project_
exp.php?project=38021). It was used to
develop the purpose and need for action
(FEIS, Chapter 1). Scientific concepts
related to vegetation and fuels treatments
were incorporated in the project design
and are cited in literature throughout the
FEIS The resource analyses in the FEIS
establish the scientific basis for
methodology and conclusions.

Science presented during scoping and
previous opportunities to comment were
considered. The science presented during
this comment period was also considered
and addressed throughout the response to
comments. The analysis and decision
considered the best available science, and
opposing science is discussed in the
response to comments.

Purpose and
Need

Numerous United States laws tell USFS line-
officers that they must not propose a project
anywhere for any reason that will harm the
environment for the short or long-term as this
one will do. Providing materials for local wood
products industries is an outcome ... not a
reason for logging!

10/07

The purpose and need for action was
developed based on the results of the
interdisciplinary pre-NEPA assessment
that was done for the project area.
Project development and analysis were
guided by the goals, objectives, standards,
guidelines, and management area
direction within the Nez Perce Forest
Plan. This Project would help move the
Forest toward desired conditions as
described in the Forest Plan and other
relevant planning direction.

Soils

The Regional soils quality standards are less
restrictive and allow more detrimental soil
disturbance than the soil standard in the forest
plan. The Regional soils standard allows
activities to occur that are likely to cause soil
compaction, displacement, rutting, severe
burning, surface erosion, and mass wasting
regardless of the existing soil damage. Tell the
public the truth! Tell the public why you
believe it’s in their best interest to allowmore

10/08

See the response to 02/05.
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soil damage to increase the acres logged.
This commented was submitted for the
DEIS, which clearly states that all
If the Responsible Official really wants to temporary roads would be
eliminate the sediment originating from decommissioned after use (DEIS pgs. 1-
Roads temporary roads he will obliterate all temporary 10/09 7,1-12, 1-13, 2-6, 2-7, 2-12, 3-12, 3-39,
roads after use and say this will be done in the 3-41, 3-42, 3-46, 3-98, 3-99). This
final EIS. language regarding temporary road
decommissioning has been retained in the
FEIS.
Supervisor Brazell, please include a map with
the final EIS showing the location of each Mans showing the broposed locations for
existing of the 8.7 miles of existing templates P g the propos
. temporary road construction for all
that will be reconstructed and the date the - S
. alternatives were provided in the DEIS,
template was constructed. Also, tell the public S
Roads L 10/10 and have been provided in the FEIS as
that the existing templates are left over from so-
e ,, - well. All temporary roads would be
called “temporary” road. Last, explain to the .
. . decommissioned after use. Please see the
public that roads that are gated or otherwise
. . . response to 10/09.
made impassible are still roads and are not
temporary.
This member of the public does not understand
why the predicted resource damage resulting
from this timber sale is con§C|oust mlnlm'lzed, The DEIS includes a definition of
lessened and played-down in Chapter 3 using " o
s ” » Temporary Roads” in the glossary.
. the words: “short-term,” “temporary,” and .
Documentation | . . "~ . . 10/11 FEIS has been updated to include
minor,” repeatedly without explanation. All R “ »
. definitions for the terms “short-term” and
(emphasis added) IDT members should feel “minor” to address this concern
ashamed!!1ITIIT After you read the examples '
below go back to paragraph 3 near the
beginning of these comments.
This member of the public does not understand
why the predicted resource damage resulting
from this timber sale is consciously minimized,
lessened and played-down in Chapter 3 using
. the words: “short-term,” “temporary,” and The FEIS has been updated to address
Documentation | . . - - 10/12 .
minor,” repeatedly without explanation. All this concern.
(emphasis added) IDT members should feel
ashamed!!HIHITIT After you read the examples
below go back to paragraph 3 near the
beginning of these comments.
If the Responsible Official chooses to use the
terms short-term,” “temporary,” minor,”
“negligible” and/or “unmeasureable” anywhere
in Chapter 3 of the final EIS there must
scientific data, empirical evidence
Documentation | and/or references to monitoring reports that 10/13 Please see the response to 10/12.
support the claim. Unsubstantiated statements
written by unknown authors whose
employment depends on selling timber sales
would be ruled inadmissible by any judge in a
court of law.
Chapter 3 of this DEIS indicates there will be
multiple short-term, temporary, and minor
Cumulative damage inflicted on many natural resources in Cumulative effects analyses for all
Effects and near the sale area. Congress required a 10/14 resources were provided in the DEIS, and
cumulative effects analysis to describe the total have been included in the FEIS as well.
damage caused resulting from repeated minor
damage.
Cumulative Please insert a complete cumulative effects 10/15 Please see the response to 10/14.

L-103




Appendix L

Clear Creek Integrated Restoration Project

Responses to DEIS Comments

Letter/
Topic Comment Comment Response
Effects analysis in Chapter 3 of the final EIS. When
doing so, remember: 1) Most resources in the
forest are connected and synergistic. An effect
on one resource will likely affect
other resources. 2) If there have been other
projects or natural disturbance events in the
resource’s area of influence (usually the
watershed) that have affected the resource, it
should be defined and included in the
cumulative effects analysis 3) The duration of
an effect is not an indicator of the magnitude of
the effect. 4) Describe all reasonable
foreseeable future actions that might affect the
resources.
The public living in the WUI wants to know
why you place merchantable tree removal
actions described in the Purpose & Need more
important than human lives. Much of your P&N The comment is unclear. The potential
Fire describes what a private industrial tree farm 10/16 effects of prescribed fire are described in
manager would strive to do on the land under the FEIS.
his/her control. Why does mimicking private
industrial tree farm transcend the importance of
reducing the risk of homes burning
. The Forest Service has reviewed the
Documentation Please c_omply with 40 C'.F'R' § 15_02.9(a) by literature citations and has provided a
/Reference responding to each opposing view in 10/17 response in tables below
Attachments #3 and #11. '
Dr. Cohen’s research does not apply to
the Clear Creek project because the
project purpose does not include fuels
Dr. Cohen states “Research results indicate that reduction to redup e_rlsk of f_lre damage to
o - - homes located within the wildland urban
the home and its immediate surroundings interface. The purpose of this project is
within 100-200 feet (30-60 meters) principally ' h
Fire determines the home ignition potential during 10/18 o manage_vegetanon and fuel
; ’ lations at the landscape level. It
severe wildland-urban fires.” Why are you gccumu . P
. . - oes not include fuels reduction to reduce
spending tax dollars on this fuels timber sale he risk of fire d toh in th
rather than helping the public? the risk of fire damage to homes in the
wildland urban interface (EIS, Purpose
and Need, Chapter 1). Also see the
literature review in the table below,
regarding Dr. Cohen’s research.
Dr. Cohen states “Extensive wildland
vegetation management does not effectively
. change home ignitability.” How does the Clear
Fire Creeg timber s?ile diﬁe?such that his 10719 See the response to 10/18.
conclusion is not true in the timber sale
location?
Dr. Cohen states “The wildland fuel
characteristics beyond the home site have little
. if any significance to WUI home fire losses.”
Fire Howydogs the Clear Creek timber sale differ 10720 See the response to 10/18.
such that his conclusion is not true in the
timber sale location?
Dr. Cohen states “Vegetation management
beyond the structure's immediate vicinity has
Fire little effect on structure ignitions.” How does 10/21 See the response to 10/18,

the Clear Creek timber sale differ such that his
conclusion is not true in the
timber sale location?
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Dr. Cohen states “Past reports and
recommendations as well as experimental
research and modeling suggest that W-UI fire-
Fire IOS.S mitigation Sh.OUId concentrate on_the 10/22 See the response to 10/18.
residence and its immediate surroundings. How
does the Clear Creek timber sale differ such
that his conclusion is not true in the timber sale
location?
Dr. Cohen states “wildland fuel reduction does
not necessarily mitigate the W-UI fire loss
Fire problem.” How does the Clear Creek timber 10/23 See the response to 10/18.
sale differ such that his conclusion is not true in
the timber sale location?
Dr. Cohen states “Effective landscape fuel
reduction does not necessarily prevent W-UI
. home fire destruction.” How does the Clear
Fire Creek timber sale differ such that his 10724 See the response to 10/18.
conclusion is not true in the timber sale
location?
Dr. Cohen states “wildland fuel reduction that
is effective for reducing the wildland fire
intensity might be insufficient for reducing the
Fire destruction of highly ignitable homes.” How 10/25 See the response to 10/18.
does the Clear Creek timber sale differ such
that his conclusion is not true in the timber sale
location?
Dr. Cohen states “Vegetation management to
prevent ignitions from radiation does not
require extensive vegetation removal hundreds
. of meters from a structure. Our analysis
Fire indicated that 40 meters was sufficient for a 20 10726 See the response to 10/18.
meter flame height.” How does the Clear Creek
timber sale differ such that his conclusion is not
true in the timber sale location?
Dr. Finney, Dr. Cohen, Dr. Franklin and Dr. The purpose and need for action,
Agee agree that "there are a number of including the use of prescribed fire to
misconceptions and misunderstandings about reduce fuel accumulations at the
Fire fuel treatments and their use as a panacea for 10/27 landscape level, is described in the FEIS
fire hazard reduction across the United States.” in Chapter 1. The environmental
How does the Clear Creek timber sale differ consequences of proposed prescribed fire
such that their conclusion is not true in the activities are discussed in the FEIS in
timber sale location? Chapter 3.
Dr. Cohen states “It is a misconception to think The purpose of presgrlbed f|rg activities
; e R proposed for the project area is to return
that treating fuels can *“fire-proof’” important :
. . . the area to natural long-term disturbance
Fire areas.” How does the Clear Creek timber sale 10/28 Py "
- . B ; patterns, not to “fire-proof” the area.
differ such that his conclusion is not true in the
. - (FEIS, Chapter 1, purpose and need for
timber sale location? -
action).
Dr. Bessie and Dr. Johnson say “weather (fuel The C'.tEd article suggests that .We‘?ther. 1S
. R . the primary factor affecting wildfire size
moisture and wind) is far more important than - -
- L . - in subalpine forests near the boreal forest
fuels in determining fire behavior; reducing . .
. I . ecotone in Alberta, Canada. The title of
Fire fuels may have a limited impact on fire 10/29 - .
« . the article clearly states that it focuses on
occurrence.” How does the Clear Creek timber .
. . U subalpine forests. The Clear Creek
sale differ such that their conclusion is not true . T
; - . Integrated Restoration project is located
in the timber sale location? L2 . -
within an entirely different forest type.
Dr. Cohen states “Treating fuels to reduce fire
Fire occurrence, fire size, or amount of burned area 10/30 See the response to 10/18.

is ultimately both futile and counter-
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productive.” How does the Clear Creek timber
sale differ such that his conclusion is not true in
this timber sale location?
Dr. Cohen states ““It may not be necessary or
effective to treat fuels in adjacent areas in order
to suppress fires before they reach homes;
Fire _rather, itis the treatment of the fu_els " 10/31 See the response to 10/18.
immediately proximate to the residences.” How
does the Clear Creek timber sale differ such
that his conclusion is not true in this timber sale
location?
Fuel modeling suggests the reduction of
Dr. Cohen says “Thinning will often result in surface and ladder fuels along with the
increased potential surface fire behavior.” How separation of tree crowns prescribed in
Fire does the Clear Creek timber sale differ such 10/32 the Clear Creek vegetation treatments
that his conclusion is not true in this timber sale will decrease the risk of high severity
location? crown fire (FEIS, Chapter 3
Environmental Consequences, Fuels).
We disagree with your statement that
fuels reduction does not reduce fire
intensity. Our disagreement is supported
Lertzman et al., 1998; Agee et al. state, “Some by the analysis in the Fuels section of
viable fuel treatments may actually result in an Chapter 3 of the EIS. When fuels are
Fire increased rate of spread under many 10/33 reduced, fires burn with less intensity and
conditions.” How does the Clear Creek timber have shorter flame lengths. Consequently,
sale differ such that their conclusion is not true firefighting forces are more likely to be
in this timber sale location? able to control a fire. It logically follows
that a less intense fire burning in light
fuels will produce fewer firebrands,
resulting in a slower rate of spread.
The comment is unclear. The DEIS did
w - not assert that fuels treatments and
Dr. Cohen states “Ecosystem restoration -
ecosystem restoration treatments are
treatment and fuel treatment are not « ”
” synonymous.” Fuels treatments are not
. synonymous.” How does the Clear Creek . ;
Fire : - s 10/34 the only vegetation management actions
timber sale differ such that Dr. Cohen’s - .
o T proposed for this project. Other
conclusion is not true in this timber sale - .
- ecosystem restoration treatments include
location? . L
timber harvest, road decommissioning,
native grass restoration.
The cited article is opinion commentary.
“Commercial logging” cannot prevent
i wildfires - the Forest Service has never
Comment: Dr. Ingalsbee and Dr. Fox say o w s
« M. - . said it would. To “prevent” wildfires, one
logging-induced changes in fuel composition,
: . d . would have to stop all human and natural
vegetation, and microclimate can result in Lo SN
. . - . o (i.e. lightning) ignition sources. However,
Fire increased rate of fire spread, higher fireline 10/35 - :
. ; ; " vegetation treatments of all kinds are
intensity, and more severe fire effects. N . .
A . done to modify fire behavior within
What scientific evidence does the Responsible -
Official have showing this is untrue? treated_ areas. Ample evidence su_gges_,ts
' that thinning can be used to modify fire
intensity and severity. For example:
This is the author’s personal opinion.
Members of the public who commented
The public detests commercial logging in their on the DEIS support timber harvest
Fire national forest land, especially when the reason 10/36 proposed for this project. The FEIS

given for the logging does not help them during
a wildfire.

effects analysis shows that timber harvest
and prescribed burn treatments will
effectively modify fire behavior within
treated areas. Harvest treatments will
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ertain the largest, most fire-resistant trees.
The above quotation was taken out of
context. The author says that this
statement identified in the provided
quotation should not be generalized to all
forest types. Fire behavior is a function of
fuel, weather, and topography. The author
The Clear Creek timber sale removes fuels to suggests that weather is likely the most
reduce wildfire severity and rate of spread in influential factor in fire behavior for
Fire spite of what Dr. Agee says. Why is his 10/37 subalpine forests and moist coastal forests
statement that fires are more weather — of Douglas-fir and western hemlock
dependent than fuel-dependent not the case which are historically characterized by a
here? high-severity fire regime. However, the
author suggests that for the mixed conifer
forests with a variety of dry-site conifers
present, such as what is identified for
treatment in this project project, fuel is
likely the most influential factor in fire
behavior.
The Clear Creek timber sale removes fuels to
reduce wildfire severity and rate of spread in
Fire spite of what Dr. Alison says. Why is his 10/38 Please see the answer to 10/37
statement that fires are driven by climate and
weather not the case here?
The cited article suggests that weather is
the primary factor affecting wildfire size
in subalpine forests near the boreal forest
ecotone in Alberta, Canada. The title of
the article clearly states that it focuses on
subalpine forests. The vegetation
treatments for this project are located
The Clear Creek timber sale removes fuels to within an entirely different forest type.
reduce wildfire severity and rate of spread in James Agee says that people cite the
Fire spite of what Dr. Bessie and Dr. Johnson say. 10/39 Bessie and Johnson paper as evidence for
Why are their statements that fires are driven by what he calls the “weather hypothesis”
drought and high winds not the case here? (all large, severe wildfires are more
weather-dependent than fuel-dependent).
However, Agee points out that the Bessie
and Johnson paper is specific to subalpine
forests. He indicates that evidence from
studies in other areas suggest that the
weather hypothesis should not be
generalized to all forest types.
The cited article is opinion commentary
criticizing the then-proposed Beaverhead-
The Clear Creek timber sale removes fuels to Deerlodge Conservation, Restoration and
reduce wildfire severity and rate of spread in Stewardship Act of 2007. This bill did not
spite of what Dr. Kelly says. Why are Dr. pass into law and has no relevance to the
Fire Kelly’s statements that fires are driven by 10/40 Clear Creek Integrated Restoration
drought, wind, and low humidity not the case Project on the Nez Perce-Clearwater
here? Also how will you replicate the fire National Forest. Forest types where the
benefits to the natural resources that exist in proposed vegetation treatments would
your timber sale area if the fires don’t occur? occur are very different than the
subalpine forest described in the
quotation.
The Clear Creek timber sale removes fuels to We were not able to locate the document
Fire reduce wildfire severity and rate of spread in 10/41 quoted in Mr. Artley’s comment letter.

spite of what Dr. Partridge says. Why are Dr.

Partridge’s statements that fires are driven by

Dr. Partridge is not included among the
witnesses listed to give testimony for the
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temperature and moisture not the case here?

6/26/2003 hearing on the Agriculture
Nutrition and forestry website
(http://www.ag.senate.gov/hearings/revie
w-healthy-forests-restoration-act-hr-1904
). Also, the wrong link
(http://www.univision.co.za/offer-day-
0A2A392CriN3B2x_2F2du3g3-
music.shtml) was provided in Mr.
Artley’s comment letter.

Fire

Actions similar to the Clear Creek timber sale
are precisely what USFS Chief Dombeck says
should not occur because the cost is high and it
does not reduce the fire damage risk for people
living in the WUI.

10/42

The Forest Service disagrees with the
commenter’s opinion. The economics
section of the FEIS displays costs
associated with the proposed actions.
The Fire section of the FEIS displays
environmental consequences, including
benefits, associated with the proposed
actions.

Fire

In the response to comments in the final NEPA
document please tell the public why Dr.
Schoennagel, Dr. Veblen and Dr. Rommie are
wrong when they all agree that “once fuels
reached critical moisture levels later in the
season, the spatial pattern of the large, severe
stand replacing fires was controlled by weather
(wind direction and velocity), not by fuels or
stand age.”

10/43

The cited article is a case study of large
wildfires in the Rocky Mountains to
assess the potential effectiveness of fuel
reduction treatments across a range of
major forest types. The authors discuss
the differences between high, mixed, and
low severity fire regimes and the different
forest types characteristic of each one.
They conclude that fire regimes, climate,
fuel type and abundance, and stand
structure vary significantly across the
Rocky Mountain region and thus suggest
that a “one-size-fits-all” approach to
reducing wildfire hazards in the Rocky
Mountain region is unlikely to be
effective. Within mixed severity fire
regimes, the authors conclude, “fuel
reduction treatments (mechanical
thinning and prescribed burning) may
effectively reduce fire severity under
moderate weather conditions, but these
treatments may not effectively mitigate
fire behavior under extreme weather
conditions.” The fuel modeling conducted
for this project suggests that treatments
will be effective at modifying fire
behavior to reduce the potential for high
severity crown fire within treated areas
under normal summer conditions.

Fire

Dr. Schoennagel is a research scientist in CU-
Boulder's geography department. Her research
team included Dr. Cara R. Nelson, Dr. David
M. Theobaldc, Dr Gunnar C. Carnwathb, and
Dr. Teresa B. Chapmana.

The Responsible Official should not ignore
their conclusion that most fuels reduction
timber sales are located far from the WUI
where they are much less likely to reduce the
risk that homes located in the WUI will burn

10/44

Manipulation of forest structure has been
shown numerous times to reduce the
severity of wildland fire events (Agee
1996). The Fire and Fuels section of the
EIS shows that post-treatment areas
would be unlikely to initiate or sustain a
crown fire. It is the infrequent dry, hot,
and windy conditions (97th percentile)
that any fuels treatment is ineffective at
reducing fire behavior due to long
spotting distances, extremely dry fuel
beds, and stands still being able to initiate
and sustain crown fires.
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The public expects the men and women who
they pay to care for their national forests to
Silviculture/ understand how national policies created by a
Loqai timber lobbyist (Mark Rey) appointed by bush 10/45 This is the commenter’s opinion.
0gging . - A
to increase the cut from national forests is still
driving the agency to do things the public
abhors
The Clear Creek timber sale directly contradicts Th? cited article is opltr)non %ommentary
. the truths stated by a person with a Ph.D. who yvrltten 10 years ago & OUt.t e
Fire L - - 10/46 implementation of the National Fire Plan,
specializes in fire and protection from fire - . .
damage, Whl_ch has little relevance to the this
project.
The cited document reports the results of
a public survey that was used to help
develop the Forest Service Strategic Plan
(2000 Revision). On a scale of 1to 5, with
1 being “not at all important” and 5 being
“very important”, the survey results
indicated “provide natural resources to
dependent communities” as 3.60 and
“restrict timber harvest and grazing” as
3.99, which are of relatively similar
This timber sale is inconsistent with what the importance. The survey also indicated
public wants the agency employees there is wide support for the strategic goal
Public administering the national forest to do as of promot_ing ec_osystem health _and
Involvement documented in the USFS-authored document: 10/47 conservation using a collaborative
Gen. Tech. Rep. RMRS-GTR-95. Explain why approach to sustain the Nation’s forests,
you feel that you have been given the authority grasslands, and watersheds (page 2). This
to violate the public trust project is consistent with the strategic
plan objectives supporting this goal: a)
improve and protect watershed
conditions; b) provide ecological
conditions to sustain viable populations
of native and desired nonnative species;
c) increase the amount of forests and
grasslands restored to or maintained in a
healthy condition with reduced risk and
damage from fires, insects and diseases,
and invasive species.
There is no “timber famine” as the USFS has
been so fond of predicting for many decades.
There is no shortage of raw materials for paper
and wood products in the United States
otherwise the owners of private timberland Please see 10/47. Vegetation
Public would not be exporting their lumber. The public 10/48 management activities proposed for this
Involvement doesn’t want their public land logged and there project are consistent with direction in the
is no economic need to log the trees. Therefore Nez Perce Forest Plan.
Supervisor Brazell you are logging to meet
Regional Forester Krueger’s volume
expectations that were established you P&N
lies.
The chemicals listed above kill aquatic life even Thel_spe_C|f|c|form_uIat|on,I_met_hod of q
if the concentrations of the chemical in water application, focation, application rate, an
. - . other factors influence the actual potential
are very low. Fish deaths will occur in the for exposure and impacts. The 1988 Nez
Noxious Weeds | streams in the project area and the herbicide 10/49 '

toxicity will extend many miles downstream.
Herbicides must never be allowed to contact
water ... even so-called aquatic-safe herbicides.

Perce National Forest Noxious Weed
Control Program EA discusses these and
provides direction to minimize risk from
herbicides.
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Supervisor Brazell, I know the game. The line
officer receives timber funding for each FY.
This is used to pay all your employees who
spend all or part of their time planning,
preparing, selling and administering timber
sales. You know all the $$$ must be spent each
FY or your funding will be less next year and
you will be reprimanded by your supervisor.
Thus, you are forced to sell timber sales
whether they are justified or not based on the
advice of your timber staff and/or TMA who
are paid to “get out the cut.” You reject the
statements by over 100 independent, unbiased
Ph.D. biological scientists who describe the
ecosystem damage caused by timber sale
activities.

Silviculture/
Logging

10/50

The FEIS discusses the environmental
consequences of timber harvest proposed
for this project, in detail, including
economics.

Supervisor Brazell, I have seen it before. When
the end of the FY is approaching there is a
frantic effort to find a timber sale anywhere,
which means creating untrue reasons for the
sale after the fact in the Purpose and Need after
the merchantable trees have been found.

Silviculture
/Logging

10/51

Please see 10/50.

*Letter Codes:

01 Dennis Baird

02 Dick Artley

03 Michael Garrity

04 Idaho County Commissioners
05 Derek Weidensee

06 Harry Jageman

07 David Paddison

08 Al Espinosa

09 Steve Doyle

10 Dick Artley

11 Alan Schonefeld

12 Bill Beck

13 Dennis Talbert

14 Jean Public

15 Jonathan Oppenheimer ICL
16 Jeff Cook IDPR

17 Dave Cadwallader IDFG
18 Fred Rabe

19 Jonathan Oppenheimer ICL
20 Kevin Proescholdt

21 Marlene Trumbo NPT

22 Natalie Shapiro

23 Wayne Paradis

24 Lorenzo Trout

25 Ashley Lipscomb

26 Charles D. Branch

27 Clearwater Basin Collaborative
28 Gary Macfarlane FOC

29 George Perry

30 Bob Zybach

31 Cathy Willmes

32 Bill Caldwell

33 Lynne McWhorter EPA
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